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Current Topics. 


The Retirement of Lord Justice Stirling. 


THE RETIREMENT of Lord Justice Srratinc, which was fre- 

quently the subject of rumour some time ago, has taken the pro- 
fession somewhat by surprise now that it is announced. It will 
be received with sincere regret, tempered only with congratula- 
tions to the learned judge on the attainment of leisure, and a 
trust that his great learning and sound judgment will yet be 
available on emergencies in the Privy Council and elsewhere. 
No judge of our time has more thoroughly realized in the Court 
of Appeal the expectations formed by the ion on his pro- 
motion—expectations which were, we think, aptly expressed 
in our columns at the time—or more fully justified the 
regret we then felt that his promotion had not come earlier. He 
was eminently better adapted for the careful consideration of 
principles and the reconsideration of evidence, than for the 
more rough and tumble work of a court of first instance. 
He has, in fact, not only distinguished himself, but also materially 
benefited all suitors by the function which he there disch. 
That function may well be described, by a scientific simile, as 
that of a skilful mechanician silently controlling the machinery 
without any fuss. If other ju were going too fast and 
tending to suppress adequate di ion, the brake was put 
on by gentle demands for further information. If others were 
| apie, time, the gear was readjusted by a sharp reminder of 
the point in issue. If the gear was running smoothly, the 
engineer did not interfere, except to contribute elucidation out 
of his vast store of learning, and to assist the arguments to their 
proper conclusion. When the time for a came, he was 
generally foremost in expounding most vely the principles 
of the decision. No man can face the philosophic precept 
“« Respice finem” with a clearer conscience and with greater 
satisfaction than Lord Justice Stintine on his final retirement 
from the Court of Appeal. 


The New Lord Justice. 
Mr. Justice Farwett succeeds Lord Justice Srrauixe in the 
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Court of Appeal. In grasp of principles and in in the 
modern application of them, he no superior on the bench of 
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the Chancery Division, and he has made his mark in this direc- 
tion so forcibly that he has upset all the intentions of Parliament 
in the former trade union legislation and excited political 
ies to an unwonted heat. He has not the patience of Lord 
ustice Srretixc, but in all other respects he is a worthy 
successor, and in fearless originality he has probably, as in 
vigour of years and health he has certainly, the advantage. 
Our only criticism is to be found in the extrinsic 
circumstances of the appointment. He will appear to have 
earned the promotion by what in our eyes is a breach of 
duty — namely, accepting the presidency of a Royal 
Commission which takes him away from his judicial 
duties. True, there are no arrears in the Chancery Division ; 
but, if so, he should have been working off arrears in the King’s 
Bench Division. We have always protested against the use of 
judges in quasi-executive work, and — to its being 
treated as a ground for promotion. t ought rather to be 
subject to a sentence of being once passed over for promotion. 
And the present circumstances are much worse. There is a 
mass of work for the Court of Appeal. Sir Gorzett Baryzs 
has to be taken from his court to supply the vacancy in the 
Court of Appeal temporarily, and the unfortunate King’s Bench 
Division is deprived of a judge to fill the vacancy in the Probate 
Division. Everything is upset that the commission may con- 
tinue, with the likelihood that, in consequence, its work may be 
hurried over to enable Lord Justice Farwett to get back to 
his proper work. These things ought not to be; and there was 
no over-riding necessity. With Mr. Warmincton, K.C., still 
awaiting employment, the ranks of the Court of Appeal might 
have been made up to their full strength and vigour immediately, 
while the President of the Royal Commission bided his time 
for the next vacancy, which may not be long in coming. 


The New Judge. 


Mr. Ratrn Neve, K.C., fills the vacancy caused by 
Lord Justice Farweti’s promotion—an excellent appoint- 
ment, if there were anything for him to do in his own 
division. He is of the type of Lord Justice Romer, quick, 
practical, of very wide experience, and admirably adapted 
to clearing off arrears. He should make an excellent judge 
of first instance, and we trust that his acceptance of the 
appointment means that his health is fully restored. He is 
not the person to shrink from King’s Bench work, nor even 
from the trial of jury actions: and it is to be hoped that he 
may be promptly assigned to shew the way to bring that Divi- 
sion up to the standard of the Chancery Division in the brevity 
of the cause lists. This would more than make up for the tem- 
porary migration of Mr. Justice Buckn11 to the Admiralty work. 


The Announcement of Judicial Appointments. 


THERE wouLp seem to be a change in the mode of announce- 
ment of appointments to the bench. Hitherto the practice 
has been for an intimation to be sent to the Press of 
the appointment, but in the case of the promotion of 
Mr. Justice Farwett and the appointment of Mr. Justice 
Nezvi1zz the official notices in the London Gazette were the only 
announcements which were vouchsafed, and it was left to counsel 
in a Parliamentary Committee room to state for the information 
of the newspapers throughout the country that his learned 
colleague had been raised to the bench. Naturally we do not 
gare the alteration and are somewhat curious to know 

reason for it. 


Winding-up Petitions. 


Iw acconpaxce with the intimation of his intention given 
by Mr. Justice Bucxizy on the 28th of May, the learned judge, 


upon taking his seat in court on the 13th of June, said: I 
desire to call the attention of the solicitors practising in this 


court to the provisions of rule 34 of the Companies (Winding- 
up) Rules, 1903. That rule provides that “ the petitioner, or 
his solicitor, or London agent, shall prepare a list of the names 
and addresses of the persons who here given notice of their 
intention to appear on the hearing of the petition, and their 
respective solicitors,” and that ‘‘a fair copy of the list shall, on 
the day appointed for hearing the petition, be handed by the 
petitioner, or his solicitor, or London agent, to the court prior 


to the hearing of the petition.” If no person has given notice of 
his intention to appear, that fact should be stated in the form 
which is handed to the court prior to the hearing of the petition, 
Considerable inconvenience has for some time past been caused 
by solicitors failing to hand in lists in accordance with the rule; 
and I have been considering what steps I should take to insure 
compliance with the rule. As regards all winding-up petitions 
presented after to-day, I shall, in case of failure to comply with 
the rule, disallow the costs of the petitioner’s solicitor on attend- 
ing at the hearing of the petition, Solicitors are bound to be 
acquainted with, and to attend to, the practice of the court, but 
as there may be a difficulty in bearing in mind the practice in 
every case, and it seems right that they should be reminded ag 
to the practice on this point, the registrar will in future hand to 
the solicitors of the petitioner upon the petition being filed 
notice calling attention to the rule to which I have referred, 
After that I hope that the rule will be observed. And [ 
hope that, by reason of compliance with rule 34, the rule whichI 
have now laid down will nae a dead letter, and that I 
may never have to disallow the costs of the petitioners’ 
solicitor because he has not followed the practice of the court. 


The Trinity Cause Lists. 


Tue Appear list shews an increase on the aggregate of 
appeals at the commencement of the last sittings. There were 
then 324 appeals, while now there are 337. Looking back to 
the list of a year ago, we find there were then only 213 appeals 
for hearing. The main increase of arrears is (as might be 
expected) in the King’s Bench appeals, which have swollen 
from 155 at the commencement of the last sittings to no less 
than 184 now; such is the effect of the judicial chattering and 
quarrelling which prevail in one division of the Court of Appeal. 
A year ago there were 71 appeals only from the King’s Bench 
Division. It is surely time that some means should be adopted 
to end this multiplication of arrears. The Chancery lists have 
risen (possibly owing to the absence of Mr. Justice Farwz11) 
from the nadir figure of 171 at the commencement of the last 
sittings to 195 now, and there are 20 company winding-up 
matters. The King’s Bench lists are again reduced—from 774 
at the commencement of the last sittings to 657 now, nearly the 
same figure as a year ago, when there were 664 causes. 


Fixed Costs. 


A REvisEpD scale of fixed costs in cases of judgment by default, 
&c., has been issued by the direction of the practice masters, and 
is printed elsewhere. It will be noticed that forthe present division 
between cases from £20 to £50 and cases over £50 it substitutesa 
division between cases from £20 to £50, cases from £50 to £100 
and cases over £100; and while the ordinary fixed costs remain as 
at present for cases over £100 and below £50, a slightly reduced 
scale is fixed for cases between £50 and £100. On the other 
hand, a more liberal allowance is made in each division for 
extra services in districts different from that in which 
the previous service has been effected. Thus, instead of 
a uniform allowance of 6s. for each extra service, the 
amount to be allowed in the above case varies from £1 5s. 6d. 
where the claim is over £100, to 18s. where it is over £20 but 
does not exceed £50, the allowance in the intermediate case— 
£50 to £100—being £1 1s. Moreover, under the former scale 
the fixed allowances were inclusive of all mileages ; now mileage 
may be allowed extra in all cases. Onthe whole, therefore, while in 
some instances there is a small reduction, the new scale is satis- 
factory in that it recognizes the additional expense and trouble 
caused by service on various parties who reside at a distance. 


Divorce in Michigan. 


Tue pivorce laws of the different States of the American 
Republic furnish us with many surprises, and*among them is the 
report of a suit which has just been commenced by the wife of a 
well-known citizen of the State of Michigan. She has left her 
husband and returned with her infant child to the home of her 
parents, and asks for a divorce on the ground that her husband 
is really a negro, and was guilty of perjury when he stated, in 
his application for the marriage licence, that he was a white 
man, We have no knowledge of the statutory law of Michigan 
and whether or no it requires the applicant for a marriage 
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licence to state whether eit! er or both parties is or are negroes 
or of negro ancestry, however remote. There is, of course, no 
such law in England, and if there were, it would seem that 
perjury in obtaining the licence is no ground for a divorce. 
Under any system of jurisprudence the wife would appear to 
have been guilty of what is called in Scottish law mora, or un- 
reasonable delay, having taken so long a time to discover the 
wrong which she has sustained. 


Reference to Parliamentary Debates for the Pur- 
pose of Explaining an Act of Parliament. 

Tax case of Re R. (1906, 1 Ch. 730)—where it was held that, 
as the Lunacy Act, 1890, gives no jurisdiction to make:a vesting 
order in the case of a trustee who is a criminal lunatic, the old 
jurdisdiction in such a case under section 5 of the Trustee Act, 
1850, is preserved by the proviso or saving clause in section 342, 
notwithstanding that by that section section 5 of the earlier Act 
is in terms repealed, there being nothing in the later Act 
inconsistent with the preservation of that jurisdiction—is remark- 
able for the attempt of the counsel who appeared in support of 
the application for a vesting order to strengthen his argument 
by referring to Hansard’s Parliamentary Debates for the purpose 
of shewing what was understood to be the effect of the 
saving clause in section 342. The Master of the Rolls 
expressed his doubt as to whether the court were entitled 
to refer to what took place in Parliament, but counsel was 
allowed to state the answer given by the Lord Chancellor in the 
House ot Lords and the Attorney-General in the House of 
Commons as to the preservation of the then existing jurisdiction 
by the new Act. We have observed that the courts have become 
less strict in their views as to what ought to be received as 
throwing light upon the construction of Acts of Parliament or 
Government ordinances. In a case argued in the Privy Council 
some years ago the counsel for the respondent was allowed, after 
some protest, to refer to passages in the report of the Committee 
to Inquire into the Law of Extradition for the purpose of explain- 
_ meaning of certain expressions in the Extradition 


“Betting’’ and ‘‘Gambling.’’ 


A case in the High Court of Calcutta, of Hari Sing v. Jadu 
Nandan Sing (31 Ind. Law Rep. Calcutta 542), illustrates the 
distinction taken by the statute law in India between betting 
and gaming. The petitioner, who was the proprietor of a well- 
known kind of machine known as “little horses,” obtained 
leave from the district magistrate to play games of skill and 
not gambling games. It was proved that he played the 
game of sham horse-racing with a mathine, which was 
in the form of a box with a handle in its side. By turning 
the handle six metal figures of horses, with riders, were 
made to move in concentric circles round the top of the 
box. As the impetus given by the turning of the handle 
died away, the horses gradually stopped, and the horse won 
which having a flag in front of it, was nearest to the flag when 
all the horses had stopped. The public were allowed to stake 
money on any of the six horses before the machine was set in 
motion. Upon the stopping of the horses the petitioner appro- 
priated all the stakes, but returned four times their stakes to 
the persons who had staked their money on the winning horse. 
The petitioner having been convicted under the Bengal Gambling 
Act, it was argued on his behalf that what occurred in the present 
case was not gambling, but a betting on the horses, and that betting 
was not illegal in India; that there must be a “ e ” before 
there can be any “gaming,” and that to constitute a game 
there must be a contest and an active participation of certain 
persons. Here there was no contest, the bettors were not 
players, but only onlookers who staked money. This ingenious 
argument was disregarded by the court, who held that the 
ow © was an instrument of gaming. The result to be 
obtained by turning the handle was, apart from fraud, plainly 
too much a matter of chance for any question of skill to come 
_ The distinction between gaming and betting cannot always 
© sharply defined. It may be suggested that it depends on the 
— of the event on which the bet is made. the event is 
rought about solely for the purpose of being betted about, 
& on it is gaming, otherwise it is not. 





Type-written Documents. 


In a letter to one of the newspapers, the writer states that, 
having recently to refer to a number of type-written documents, 
he found that the ink had become so faint after the lapse of a 
short time that the words were almost illegible. e have 
often referred to this risk. The value of written documents in 
legal proceedings would be seriously impaired if the ink with 
which they were written could be easily obliterated. The law, 
indeed, has clearly defined the material with which a writing 
is to be made. It is said in Coke upon Littleton that 
a deed must be written either on hment or paper, 
for the writing upon these is least subject to alteration or 
corruption, but it does not necessarily follow that the writing 
may not be made with any other material than ink. And it 
would appear that, for the ordinary purposes of mankind, a 
writing in pencil, as evidence of the intention of the party to 
bind himself, is as effectual for that p as any more 
imperishable substance. In Geary v. Physic (7 D. & R. 653) it 
was held that an indorsement written on a promissory note with 
a black lead pencil, instead of ink, is a writing in law and gives 
the indorsee a right to recover upon the note in a court of law. 
Lord Tznrerpen there said: “It is clear that there is no 
decided authority which requires us to hold that all 
—- must by law be composed with ink, and, there- 
fore, cannot say that this indorsement, from the mere 
circumstance of its being written in pencil, shall not be valid 
and binding in a court of law. I think there is no danger that 
our decision will lead to many examples of the like kind, for the 
imperfection of this mode of writing, and the liability to which 
it is subject, of being obliberated and lost, will induce peeple in 
general to take care to have indorsements on such securities 
written in ink.” Writing in pencil is scarcely more —— 
than typewriting or than writing with a stylograph pen, and the 
question when typewriting should be resorted to may safely be 
left to the good sense and experience of the community at large. 
Where the writings are intended for circulation during a short 
period of time, it may not be necessary to take the same pre- 
cautions as when it is proposed to ensure the permanency and 
indelibility of a record. 


False Statement in Register of Births. 


A curious, and so far as we know unprecedented, case was 
quite recently brought before justices of the county of Surrey. 
By the Registration of Births and Deaths Act, 1874, s. 40, 
itis provided that any person who commits any of the following 
offences: (1) Wilfully makes any false answer to any question 
put to him by a registrar relating to the particulars required to 
be registered concerning any birth or death, or wilfully gives 
to a registrar any false information concerning any birth or 
death, or (4) makes any false statement with intent to have the 
same entered in any register of birth or deaths, is liable on 
summary conviction to a penalty not exceeding £10. A mother 
and daughter were summoned under this section, at the instance 
of the superintendent registrar, on behalf of the Registrar- 
General, for registering the birth and death of a child 
with the same Christian and surname as that of the 
prosecutor, a physician, to whom they. had previously 
caused annoyance, and to whom they had been compelled to 
make a written apology. The registrar produced his books and 
shewed that the name of the father of the child contained the 
two Christian names and the surname of the prosecutor, while 
the mother was described as having the same surname, as if she 
were married. The object of making these entries was, it was 
contended, for the p of suggesting that the prosecutor 
was the father of the child. There was no pretenve of any 
foundation for this s tion, and he emphatically stated that 
he had nothing to do with the entries and had not seen the 
defendants for several years. The defendants alleged that the 
man whom they had described as the father was a person with 
the same name as the prosecutor, and ba | unreservedly with- 
drew all imputations concerning him. Having regard to the 
ciroumstences, we think there can be little doubt as to the 
object of the defendants, and they were fortunate in 
escaping with so light a punishment as a fine of forty 
shillings. The Act appears to have guarded — 
> sindlar ilar cffence in the case of children avowedly illegiti- 
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mate, for, by section 7, the registrar is not to enter in the 

ister the name of any person as the father of an illegitimate 
child, unless at the joint request of the mother and of the person 
acknowledging himself to be the father of the child, and such 
person has in such a case to sign the register together with the 
mother. But, apart from the risk of incurring the penalties 
imposed by section 40, there would seem to be nothing to prevent 
a woman from registering the name of a stranger as her husband 
and the father of her child. 


Liability of Real Estate to Costs of Probate 
Action. 

Ir 1s natural that the effect of Part I. of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, should be to render real estate liable to the costs 
incident to probate, and though the expense still falls in the 
first instance on the personal estate, yet the decision of 
Kexewron, J., in Re Vickerstaff (54 W. R. 414; 1906, 1 Ch. 762) 
shews that, upon a deficiency of personal estate, the costs may be 
thrown upon the real estate. In that case a decree against the 
validity of a will had been pronounced in the Probate Division, 
and it was ordered that the costs of the plaintiffs in the action 
should come ‘‘out of the estate.” The personal estate was 
slight and was insufficient to pay the debts, but there was sub- 
stantial real estate. The question arose before Kexewicn, J., 
whether, in these circumstances, the costs were payable out of 
the real estate. Formerly the expression “ the estate,” when used 
in an order of the Probate Division, necessarily meant personal 
estate only, inasmuch as it was only with such estate that the 
Probate Division had jurisdiction to deal: Re Shaw (43 W. R. 
159; 1894, 3 Ch. 615). But under Part I. of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, the grant of probate or of letters of administration 
extends to the real estate as well as the personal estate; and, 
indeed, under section 1 (3) probate and letters of administration 
may, as the learned judge pointed out, be granted in respect of 
real estate only, although there is no personal estate. The 
matter is further assisted by section 2 (3), which provides that 
the ‘real estate shall be administered in the same manner, 
subject to the same liabilities for debts, costs, and expenses, and 
with the same incidents, as if it were personal estate.” The 
latter part of the sub-section preserves the prior liability of 
personal estate, and, consequently, expenses of administration are 
still payable out of personal estate, except so far as they are 
increased by the administration of the real estate (Re Jones, 50 
W. R. 215; 1902, 1 Ch. 92); but as regards the expression “‘ the 
estate” for probate purposes, it applies as much to realty as to 
personalty, and costs payable out of the estate are, in the absence 
of personalty, payable out of realty, 


Costs of Writ of Possession. 


Tue pvecision of the Court of Appeal in Dartford Brewery 
Co. v. Moseley (45 W. R. 333; 1906, 1 K. B. 462) illustrates 
the extended power over costs which is conferred on the court 
by section 5 of the Judicature Act, 1890. That section provides 
that, subject to the Judicature Acts, and the rules made there- 
under, and to any express statutory provisions, the costs of all 
proceedings in the Supreme Court shall be in the discretion of 
the court or judge, and the court or judge shall have full power 
to determine by whom, and to what extent, such costs are to be 
paid. This provision fills up various gaps which existed under 
the previous law in the power to order payment of costs, 
Thus it was formerly the rule that in proceedings under 
statutes no costs could be awarded except such as were 
authorized by the particular statute. And it was held in 
Re Mills’ Estate (35 W. R. 65, 34 Ch. D. 24) that this rule was 
not altered by R. 8. C., ord. 65, r. 1, since that regulation did 
not confer on the court jurisdiction to give costs where costs 
could not have been given before. This formed & serious incon- 
venience where lands were taken by public bodies under the 
powers of statutes prior to the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, which 
did not contain suitable provisions as to costs, and it was with 
& view to such cases that section 5 of the Judicature Act was 
og “I have no doubt,” said Kay, L.J., in Re Fisher (42 

- R. 241; 1894, 1 Ch. 450), “ that that section was passed in 
consequence of the decision in Re Mills’ Hetate, as an enabling 
enactment, and provided fora want which formerly existed when 


as the present.” A similar disability formerly existed in regard 
to the costs of a writ of possession. The court could give sndg- 
ment for possession and for the costs of the trial, but when 
plaintiff proceeded to enforce his judgment be ¢ issuing a writ of 
possession, this was a luxury for which he had to pay out of hig 
own pocket. In Dartford Brewery Co. v. Moseley (suprd) it wag 
argued that this case also was covered by the Act of 1890, and 
the Court of. Appeal acceded to the contention. Section 5 wag 
intended to phe a new jurisdiction to order costs not existing 
before, and in wide terms it places in the discretion of the court 
‘the costs of and incident to all proceedings in the Supreme 
Court.” The issuing of a writ of ion is such a proceed- 
ing, and hence the court can order the costs of it to be paid by 
the defendant. 


Anarchists and Their Landlords. 


Tue Sezprriovs Meetines Act, 1817, by section 28, enacts 
that— 

“Tf any on shall knowingly permit any meeting of any society or club 
hereby pif mee to be an unlawful confederation or confederacy, or of any 
division, branch, or committee of such society or club, to be held in any 
house or apartment, building or other place, to him or her belonging, or in 
his or her possession or occupation, such person shall for the first offence 
forfeit the sum of five pounds, and shall, for any such offence committed 
after the date of his or her conviction for such first offence, be deemed 
guilty of an unlawful combination and conspiracy in breach of this Act.” 


We pointed out last week (ante, p. 520) that anarchists may 
become amenable to the penalties of the Act of 1817 and of the 
Unlawful Societies Act, 1799, and it seems perfectly clear that 
the landlords of anarchists, whether their tenants be lessees, sub- 
lessees, or merely lodgers, may, by a guilty permission of a club 
meeting, render themselves amenable to the penalties of the 
section above set out. In the case of a non-resident and guilty 
lessor, the non-enforcement of any covenant applicable to the 
case would probably be held tantamount to a permission of club 
meetings, and if the tenancy should be merely that of a lodger 
inviting anarchist licensees to his lodgings, the omission of the 
landlord to give notice to quit would probably render him 
amenable to the Act, and it is worthy of note that section 28 
above set out is substantially identical in its terms with section 
13 of the Act of 1799, and that the definitions of unlawful com- 
bination and confederacy are the same in both Acts, so that any 
obstacle to prosecution which might arise from the incorpora- 
tion by reference of parts of the Act of 1799 in the Act of 1817 
would be avoided. It may be also mentioned that the 
Explosive Substances Act, 1883, by section 5, punishes, as an 
accessory felon, any person providing premises for the unlawful 
storage of explosives in contravention of the Act (which, by 
section 4, throws upon the possessor the burden of proving his 
pare and that explosives unlawfully stored may be removed 
by a landlord without a breach of the covenant for quiet — 
ment by his tenant: Newby v. Sharpe (26 W. R. 685, 8 Ch. D. 
39), Many of the covenants of leases against nuisances—as 
that the lessee will not do or suffer any unlawful act or any act 
which may grow to be an annoyance to the lessor—would apply 
‘to the allowance of meetings in breach of the Acts of 1799 or 
1817, or both of them, so that the lessor might easily re-enter 
for breach of such a covenant, and that without fear of any 
relief against forfeiture. 


Evidence of Other Offences. 


Few rTuines are more difficult, in the application of the 
criminal law, than to decide when evidence may be given, on the 
trial of an indictment, of some other offence committed by the 
defendant. It is well established that such evidence is in- 
admissible to shew that the defendant is of bad character, or 4 
person likely to commit an offence such as that charged ; hea 
in certain circumstances such evidence may become admissib: 

But where the act which the prisoner is with having 
committed is one which may have been committed innocently, 
and his guilt depends on his intention or his guilty knowledge, 
then evi may often be given that he committed similar acts 
on other occasions with a guilty intention or knowledge. It is 
in many cases, however, very difficult to decide whether proof of 
a former similar guilty act is really evidence of guilt in the 





the court was unable to do justice between the parties in cases such 


commission of the subseqent act, or merely evidence that the 


June 16, 1906. a Bi. 
—= 






as to th 
five ju 











= June 16, 1966 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


[Vol. 50.] 539 











aooused is @ person capable of such a crime. There has: 
recently been a case, Rex v. Bond, before the Court for the 
Gonsideration of Crown Cases Reserved, which is an 
example of this difficulty, and which has both puzzled 
and divided the court. The accused, a medical man, was 
indicted for having performed an operation on a woman with 
intent to procure a miscarriage. The defence was that the 
operation had been performed with a lawful and proper object. 
Evidence was then admitted that ona previous occasion the accused 
had performed a similar operation upon another woman with an 
ulawful intent. The prisoner was convicted, and a case was stated 
as to the admissibility of the evidence. On the first argument before 
five judges, the court was divided, and the case was re-argued 
before seven judges. The court was again divided, but by a 
majority the conviction was affirmed. A somewhat similar case is 
reported in Reg. vy. Dale (16 Cox 703). There the prisoner was 
not a medical man, and Cuartss, J., admitted evidence that on 
a previous occasion he had performed a similar operation on a 
woman with a felonious intent. It is, of course, a most un- 
usual thing, and a very suspicious thing, for a non-qualified 

mn to use an instrument upon a woman at all; and there 
can be little doubt that in that case the evidence was properly 
admitted. Butin the recent case the prisoner was a medical 
man, who in the course of his practice had often to use 
instruments on women with perfect propriety. His defence was 
that on the occasion mentioned in the indictment he was so 
acting; and his case was clearly very different from that of an 
unqualified person. Probably, except for the admission of the 
evidence in question, he could not have been convicted, and, 
therefore, it may well be that he has now to suffer for an offence 
which was not the one charged in the indictment. In his case 
the admission of such evidence was little more than the admis- 
sion of evidence that he was a man capable of the crime charged. 
It was similar to the admission of proof of a previous act of 
burglary against a man indicted for burglary. It is not sur- 
prising, therefore, that the judges were divided in opinion ; and 
with all respect for that of the majority, we believe that the 
opinion of the minority on this very difficult question will be 
most widely accepted. 


Estates Tail and the Forfeiture Act, 1870. 


We RereRrep last week to the decision of Kexewricn, J., in 
Rs Gaskell and Walters’ Contract (54 W.R. 827; 1906, 1 Ch. 
440) that an administrator in whom the property of a convict 
vests under the Forfeiture Act, 1870, cannot, if the convict is 
entitled to an estate tail, exercise the statutory power of barring 
the entail and enlarging the estate tail into an estate in fee. A 
correspondent has drawn our attention to thf ‘fact that the case 
has been to the Court of Appeal, and a note of the decision 
there is given in the Weekly Notes, 1906, at p. 85. On the point 
actually decided by Kexewicu, J., the Court of Appeal agreed 
with him. The administrator is not in a position to bar 
the entail and dispose of the fee. But the statutory 
power, which does not pass to the administrator, remains, 
it has been held, in the convict, and he can exercise it unless the 
case is within the prohibition of section 8 of the Forfeiture Act. 
That section provides that a convict shall be incapable “of 
alienating or charging any property.” But the Court of Appeal 
have held that the deed barring the entail does not operate as 
an alienation of property within the meaning of this section. 

he nature of a disentailing deed was discussed in <Attorney- 
General y. Lilford (L. R. 2H. L. 63) with reference to the ques- 
tion of succession duty, and it was pointed out that such a 
deed does not destroy the interest of the tenant in tail, but 
enables him, by the exercise of the power which that interest 

ves him, to render his estate perpetual. The deed dperates, in 
act, not as an alienation, but by way of enlargement of the 
estate tail. Consequently, it was held, the exercise of the 
power by the convict would vest in him the fee, which there- 
upon would pass to the administrator under section 10 of the Act. 

us, since the convict was willing to execute the disentailing 
deed, the administrator would be able in this way to make a 
title to the fee. The solution is, doubtless, convenient in the 
particular case, but we are not sure that it pays sufficient 
attention to the fact that the estate of the convict has already 
passed to the administrator, and since the statutory power under 








the Fines and Recoveries Act, 1833, is only exerciseable by the 
“ actual tenant in tail,” it is not clear how it can be exercised by 
the convict. 


Medical Assistance in Drafting a Code. 

Ar a recent meeting of the French Academy of Medicine a 
professor of legal jurisprudence referred to the proposed 
amendment of the Code Civil. The task of reporting upon 
the necessary amendments of the Oode had been assigned to 
commissioners, among whom were to be found senators, members 
of the Chamber of Deputies, professors of law at the univer- 
sities, and three literary men, but not a single physician. The 
learned professor enumerated several chapters of the law with 
regard to which the opinion of a physician would be valuable. 
Questions relating to pregnancy, and the birth of children, the 
expectation of life, marriage, divorce, proof of death ; questions 
relating to sound mind, memory, and understanding ; and ques- 
tions as to the presumption of survivorship. The medical Er 
fession made no claim to legal knowledge, but were justified in 
thinking that their assistance would be useful if the Code was to 
be framed with a due regard to justice, equity, and scientific 
truth. English draftsmen may think that these observations 
are open to some criticism, but they will probably think that 
physicians have as much right to be included in such a com- 
mission as men whose only claim is that they have achieved 
distinction in literature. 








Covenants for Quiet Enjoyment. 
In the caseof Williams vy. Gabriel (54 W. R. 379; 1906, 1 K. B. 


155) Bray, J., gave an application to the judgment of Lord 


Esuer, M.R., in Harrison, Ainslie, & Co. v. Muncaster (40 W. R. 
102; 1891, 2 Q. B. 680) which places an important restriction 
on the liability of the lessor under the usual covenant for quiet 
enjoyment. It is the recognized obligation of a lessor to secure 
to the lessee the undisturbed enjoyment of the demised premises, 
and it is on account of the wide scope of the covenant implied 
from the demise—a covenant against the acts of all persons, 
whether claiming under the lessor or by. title paramount—that 
an express covenant, which, of course, excludes the implied 
covenant, is inserted. Under this the lessor covenants 
that the lessee shall enjoy the demised premises ‘‘ without 
any interruption by the lessor or persons rightfully 
claiming under him,” or “ without any lawful interrup- 
tion by the lessor or persons claiming under him.” But 
the insertion of the word “ rightfully” before “claiming,” or 
of “lawful” before “interruption,” appears to be without 
effect. The covenant, though not so expressly restricted, is not 
construed to extend to tortious acts. ‘‘ Where a man,” said 
Lord Exrensorover, O.J., in Nash v. Palmer (5 M. & &., p. 
379), “covenants to indemnify against all persons, this is but a 
covenant to indemnify against lawful title. And the reason is 
because, as it regards such acts as may arise from rightful claim, 
a man may well be supposed to covenant against all the world ; 
but it would be an extravagant extension of such a covenant, if 
it were good against all the acts which the folly or malice of 
strangers might suggest; and, therefore, the law has properly 
restrained it within its reasonable import; that is, to rightful 
title.” And so, too, the insertion of the word “lawful” does not 
save the lessor from liability for an unlawful interruption, for 
the covenant is construed to protect the lessee against the inter- 
ruption of the lessor, whether lawful or not”: Crosse v. Young 
(2 Show. 425). . 

A corresponding restriction was placed by Lord Esxer in 
Harrison, Ainslie, §& Co, v. Muncaster (supra) on the words “law- 
fully claiming under him.” ‘TI have no doubt,” he said, *‘ that 
the proper meaning of those words is ‘ by the acts of the lessor or 
those claiming under him the right to do the acts which caused 
the interruption.’ In other words, the covenant is not generally 
against interruption by persons deriving title to the reversion 
under the lessor, but only against interruption by persons 
deriving title under the lessor to do the acts complained of. 
This construction was not n for the decision in the case, 
for the interruption could not have been reasonably foreseen to 
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be the result of the acts in question, and on this ground the | 


defendant was held not to be liable. The defendant had in 
1871 leased a mine to the Parkside Mining Oo., and he 
subsequently leased to the plaintiffs the adjoining mine, 
which was on a higher level, with the usual covenant 
for quiet enjoyment. The Parkside Co., in the course of 
the lawful working of their mine, tapped a subterranean 
body of water, which flooded their mine and rose into 
the plaintiffs’ mine. It was held that this was a result 
which could not reasonably have been anticipated from the 
working of the Parkside Co.’s mine, and hence the interruption 
which it caused to the plaintiffs’ enjoyment of their mine was 
not within the scope of the covenant. ‘‘I think,” said Bowen, 
L.J., “‘that an interruption under such a covenant is not caused 
by the lessor or by those claiming under him, unless it is either 
a direct act of interruption or unless it is some act of which it 
either was foreseen, or ought by reasonable care to have been 
foreseen, that the consequences in the particular case would be 
an interruption.” 

In the present case of Williams v. Gabriel (supra) it became 
necessary to determine whether the above dictum of Lord EsHEr’s 
was to be taken as restricting the application of the covenant. 
In 1886 Garret demised to the plaintiff a shop and kitchen on 
the ground floor of premises, and also certain rooms above them 
on the first floor, to be occupied for the purposes of a coffee- 
house. The lease was for twenty-one years, determinable 
by the lessee at the end of the seventh and fourteenth years, 
and the lessor covenanted that the lessee should “ peaceably 
enjoy the demised premises during the said term without 
any interruption or disturbance by the lessor or any person 

iming under him.” The demised premises did not include 
the whole of the building, and about 1891 Gaprrer assigned 
his reversion in the whole of the building, and there were 
afterwards further assignments. In 1904 the part of the 
building not demised to the plaintiff became so much out of 
repair as to be unfit for occupation, and in 1904 an order was 
made at the instance of the London County Council that the 
structure should be taken down. This was done by the persons 
in whom the reversion on the plaintiff's lease was then vested, 
with the result that the plaintiff suffered the interruption for 
which he brought the action. 

There was, of course, no doubt about the fact of disturbance, 
but the question was whether the lessor was liable for the acts 
of those who claimed the reversion under him, and Bray, J., 
adopting the rule laid down by Lord Esuer as correct, held 
that there was no liability calves the assignees also claimed 
to do the acts under the authority of the lessor. The 
word “lawfully” was not in the covenant, but in accordance 
with what has been stated above, the learned judge considered 
its omission to be of no importance. He pointed out, however, 
that, if the words were not restricted, the lessor would be liable 
for all interruptions by any persons claiming title through him, 
whether as assignees or under-tenants, and however wilful or 
negligent the interruption might be. ‘There must be some 
limit, and I think thé limit suggested by Lord Esuzr is the 
right one. It comes to this, that the lessor agrees to be bound 
for any act of interruption by himself or by any person whom 
he has expressly or impliedly authorized to do the acts. : 
To hold that the parties contemplated that the lessor was to be 
responsible for wrongful or negligent acts which he had not 
authorized would, in my judgment, be beyond reason.” In the 

esent case the assignees of the term could not claim under the 

the right to do the acts complained of, and hence he was 
not liable. The decision is likely to be a useful one in defining 
the extent of the lessor’s liability under the covenant in question. 








The Solicitors Bill was read a second time in the House of Commons on 
Monday last. 


The Lord Chief Justice, in the course of his charge to the grand jury at 
the Salisbury Assizes, says the Times, said that the magistrates did quite 
right in sending cases to the assizes when the prisoners were not on bail, 
as it was most important that in such cases the trial should take place as 
early as possible. The attention of the Home Secretary and the Lord 


lor had recently been called to the fact that bail is not sufficiently 
granted when there is no great reason to suppose 
appear to take his trial. As far as 
except in cases where there isa proba 


the prisoner would not 
sible bail always should be given, 
ity of the prisoner's escaping. 





Execution of Wills Devising Land, 


Tue two following propositions are laid down on p. 1 of 
Theobald on Wills: 

‘‘ A will, so far as it relates to immovable property, must be 
made in accordance with the formalities required by the law of 
the land where the immovable property is situated.” 

‘Immovable property for this purpose includes leaseholds; 
the validity and construction, therefore, of wills, so far as they 
affect leaseholds in England, must be governed by English law.” 

By “English law” would here be meant usually, as regards 
execution, section 9 of the Wills Act, 1837, and the two 

ropositions might then be summed up thus: “A will affecting 
find in England, to be valid, must be executed in accordance 
with section 9”.—the principal requirement of the section being 
attestation by two witnesses. ; : a 

It is proposed to point out some exceptions to this proposition 
which have not been very generally recognized. The statutes 
and decided cases which have introduced exceptions to the rule 
that a will of land must be executed in accordance with section 9 
of the Wills Act, 1837, relate directly to leasehold land only, 
The importance of these exceptions is considerably increased 
now that freehold, as well as leasehold, land passes to the 
personal representative under Part I. of the Land Transfer Act, 
1897; it would seem, since that enactment, that any will, which 
was formerly valid for passing the beneficial interest in lease- 
hold land, would now be equally valid with respect to freehold 
land. 

The present question is not concerned with wills admitted to 

robate in England solely by reason of their validity under the 
aw of a foreign domicil. It seems probable that the legal 
interest in leaseholds would vest in the executor of such a will: 
see Pepin v. Bruyére (1900, 2 Ch. 504). It is, however, quite 
certain that the beneficial interest in the leaseholds would not 
pass in such a case unless the will were executed in accordance 
with section 9 of the Wills Act, 1837: Pepin v. Bruyére in the 
Court of Appeal (1902, 1 Ch. 24). ab, 

The exceptional cases arise where the will is admitted to 
probate in England by virtue of an English statute—that is, 
under English law otherwise than by section 9 of the Wills Act, 
1837. These exceptional cases appear to be three in number: 
(1) Where the will is the will of a soldier or seaman valid 
under section 11 of the Wills Act, 1837; (2) where the will 
is admissible to probate under the Wills Act, 1861 (Lord 
Kingsdown’s Act) ; and (3) where the will has become operative 
by the re-sealing in England of a probate granted elsewhere in 
the British dominions. a 

(1) The “personal estate” disposed of by a soldier's 
nuncupative will would include leasehold land under the 
definition of “personal estate” in the Wills Act, 1837, and 
there is now a judicial dictum to that effect: Re Grassi (1905, 
1 Ch., at p. 590). hice 

(2) It has only been recently decided that the beneficial interest 
in leasehold land can pass by a will admitted to probate under 
the Wills Act, 1861, but not attested as required by section 9 of 
the Wills Act, 1837: Re Grassi (supra). There is a decision 
of Norru, J., in 1887, purporting to decide this point, but the 
case was one of re-sealing a Scottish confirmation, and not of 
probate under Lord Kingsdown’s Act: see Re Watson (1887, 
35 W. R. 711). In Re Grassi Buckixy, J., decided that Lord 
Kingsdown’s Act did more than merely make the will of 4 
British subject, executed abroad and valid by the foreign law, 
admissible to probate—it made the gift of leasehold land 
effectual in favour of the beneficiary. : 

(3) There are three statutes under which probates (or their 
local equivalents) granted outside England may be re-sealed 
here. These are: the Confirmation of Executors (Scotland) 
Act, 1858 (21 & 22 Vict. c. 56); the Probate and Letters of 
Administration (Ireland) Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 79); the 
Colonial Probates Act, 1892 (55 Vict. c. 6). Under these 
statutes Scottish confirmations, Irish probates, and certain 
Colonial probates, when re-sealed in England, have the same 
effect as if probate had been originally granted by the English 
court. It was decided as long ago as 1868 that the Scottish 
executor, after re-sealing, took the legal interest in the testator’s 





leaseholds and could make a good title to a purchaser: Lood ¥ 
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Barrington (1868, L. R. 6 Eq. 218). And it has also been held 
Re Watson, supra) that the beneficial interest in such a case 

notwithstanding that the will is not in English form. 
Bn principle, too, this seems. té be supported by the decision of 
Re Grassi under Lord Kingsdown’s Act. 

Since the Wills Act, 1837, applies to Ireland as well as 
England, the difficulty whic harises as to Scottish wills cannot 
arise, so far as execution under section 9 is concerned. 

With respect to the Colonial Probates Act, 1892, this Act has 
been applied by Order in Council to many parts of the 
British dominions in which the Wills Act, 1837, is not in force 
—as, for instance, Cape Colony, Natal, Transvaal, the Orange 
River Colony, British Guiana, Trinidad, &. Where probate 
or its equivalent has been re-sealed in England from the courts 
of these colonies, a gift of leasehold land in England by the 
will which thus becomes operative in England, notwithstanding 
that it may not have been attested in accordance with section 9 
of the Wills Act, 1837, should apparently be as valid as in the 
case of a Scottish re-sealing or a probate under Lord Kings- 
down’s Act. There does not appear, however, to be any English 
decision upon this point as yet. 

It will be noticed that the three cases above-mentioned, 
although ‘‘ exceptions” to the provisions of section 9 of the 
Wills Act, 1837, are, with respect to Mr. Tarosatn’s proposi- 
tion as to wills of immovables being ‘“‘ governed by English 
law,” exceptions which prove the rule—+#.¢., they are not strictly 
exceptions to the rule at all. Section 11 of the Wills Act, 1837, 
the Wills Act, 1861, and the Acts relating to Scottish, Irish, 
and Colonial probates are as much part of “English law” as 
section 9 of the Wills Act, 1837. 








Reviews. 
Law of Copyright. 


Tae LAW OF INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT, WITH SPECIAL SECTIONS 
ON THE COLONIES AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. By 
WituAMm Brices, LL.D., D.C.L. Stevens & Haynes. 


Dr. Briggs has done valuable service in placing before the public 
this treatise cn the history and present position of the law of 
international copyright. Considered as a branch of domestic law 
copyright has been by no means easy to deal witb, and authors have 
had difficulty in obtaining from the State adequate protection for their 
property. The difficulties have been largely enhanced in making this 
protection international, and special interest attaches to Part III , in 
which will be found an account of the origin of the Berne Convention and 
of the protection which it gives among the States which have acceded to 
its provisions. Dr. Briggs recalls that it is the offtcome of the efforts 
of the International Literary and Artistic Association, which was 
fourded, as the outcome of still earlier movements, in 1878 under the 

dency of Victor Hugo. In the same year was passed our own 
ternational Copyright Act, 1886, which was intended to enable 
Great Britain to accede to the convention and to authorize the issue 
of Orders in Council granting protection to foreign works. Of the 
other parts into which the book is divided Part I., deals with the 
Evolution of International Copyright, including an account of its 
progress in various countries; Part II. with the Theory of Inter- 
national Copyright, and the possibility of a uniform law of international 
copyright of such a character as to secure to foreign authors every- 
where a fixed and liberal protection; Part IV. treats of International 
yright in the British Dominions and of Colonial Copyright ; with 

an additional chapter on the rights of an Englishman in forei 
countries ; and Part V. explains the protection of foreign authors in 
the United States. Such protection was at last afforded by the Chase 
Act of 1891, though, as Dr. Briggs points out, alien authors can only 
obtain protection by submitting to very stringent conditions; and so 
Ong as this is the case, the United States must remaia outside the 
International Union. The appendix contains the text of the Berne 

mvention and of the various statutes and other relevant matter. 


Books of the Week. 
The Outlines of Evidence and Procedure in an Action in the King’s 
Division, for the Use of Students. By A. M. WILSHERE, 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
rakecping for Solicitors, with a Specimen Set of Books. By 
L. Warrren AWxk1ns, Chartered Accountant. Henry Good & Son. 





Piri of the Society of Comparative Legislation. Edited for the 


ty by Sir Joun Macponett, ©.B., LL.D., and Epwarp 
Manson, q. New Series, Vol. VII., Part I. John Murray. 








Correspondence. 


The Yoke of Officialdom. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—What evil influence is it that makes it impossible for the 
leaders of either of our. political parties to admit that in 1897 Parlia- 
ment made a mistake in legislating on the subject of registration of 
title in opposition to the views of the leading experts, including the 
recorded conviction of our foremost conveyancers, the late Lord &t. 
Leonards and Lord Cairns? The answer, I fear, is that there is on 
the yart of Ministers on both sides of the House an innate, if un- 
avowed, predilection for officialdom. 

Although the compulsory provisions of the Act are only in opera- 
tion in London as an experiment, the Land istry Office, just com- 
pleted at an expense to the public of at least £265,000, employs some 
250 persons and levies toll on helpless purchasers and mortgagors to 
the extent of over £60,000 per annum. That the system is carried on 
at a huge expense, that it is condemned on all sides, and that all the 
representative societies, including the Bankers’ Institute, the Building 
Societies’ Association, and the Auctioneers’ Institute, are no more 
reconciled to its working than they were at the outset, are matters 
that are apparently treated by the authorities as of no account. 

The distress that is felt at the continued existence of a system pro- 
bably the most reactionary that has ever been introduced, and tend- 
ing in London more and more to destroy the enormous conveyancing 
reforms effected by Lord Cairns by his Acts of 1861, is aggravated 
by the knowledge that the authorities could, if they were so minded, 
put matters right immediately. Parliament, anticipating that the 
measure might not answer, gave the Privy Council the right to sus- 
pend their Order at any time. I urge that the Order applying the 
system compulsorily to London should be forthwith suspended. 
The result would be that purchasers and mortgagees would be left 
free to register or not as they thought best in their own interests. 

We hear much of the, reforming zeal of the new Parliament, and 
although it is true that no political capital is to be made out of the 
question, there are, I venture to say, few subjects that in the interests 
of the public will better repay investigation. May I venture through 
your courtesy earnestly to appeal to Members of Parliament who are not 
affected by the glamour of officialdom to bring the necessary pressure 
to bear on the authorities so as to induce them to recognize their 
responsibility inthe matter? In that case it is safe to predict that 
the Land Registry imposture will be speedily brought to a well- 
merited. if inglorious, end. J. 8. RuBINsTEr. 

5 and 6, Raymond-buildings, Grays’-inn, June 7. 


New Orders, &c. 


SUPREME COURT FEES. 
From and after the Ist day of July, 1906, the order as to Supreme 
Court Fees, 1884, shall have effect as if in item 92 the words ‘‘on 
lodging a warrent for execution” were substituted for the words ‘on 


the execution of a warrant.” 
(Signed) Loresvery, C. 
ALVERSTONE, C J. 
R. Henn Cortiss, M.R. 
J. GoRELL BARNES, P. 








We concur in the above order. 
(Signed) J. Herbert Liwis, 
Croc Norton, 
Commissioners of His Majesty's 
Treasury. 
May 28, 1906. 
KING'S BENCH DIVISION.—REVISED FIXED COSTS. 
Fixep Costs rn Oasks oF Jup@MENT BY DEFAULT, &c. 
Issued by Direction of the Practice Masters. 
UnpDER £20, no costs allowed, unless ordered by a judge. 
DEFAULT OF APPEARANCE—PERSONAL SERVICE. 
(1) For £100 and over, specially indorsed :— 
In country and agency cases, and where service effected 
more than five miles from General Post Office 
Town cases... ik as i a ie 
And in addition for each extra service :— 
a) Effected in same district as the first one si 
% In a different district from that of previous service, 
(2) Over £50, but less than £100, specially indorsed :-— 
In country and agency cases, and where service effec'ed 
more than five miles from General Post Office shi 
Town cases... iss bie a ae ion 























(Mileage may be allowed in addition to the above.) 


The above applies to all writs for service, within the 
jurisdiction indorsed with liquidated demand only, when 
the sum claimed amounts to £20 or upwards. 

In addition to the above the following may be added to 
the indorsement of the writ, to provide for the contingency 
of substituted service :— 

‘* And also in case the plaintiff obtains an order for sub- 
stituted service, the further sum of £ : : ” 

The amount to be inserted shall be as stated under 
“* Substituted Service ” (supra). 

ON ORDER XIV. 


When the plaintiff is entitled to costs and the amount is fixed by 
the master in ordering judgment, the amount must be irserted in the 
order for judgment. 

In the absence of any special circumstances in the case, the follow- 
ing scales are adopted : 

1) In cases where the plaintiff is entitled to High Court costs : 
Town Country 
Cases. and Agency. 
ss & £ s. d. 
0 0 810 0 
10 0 8 0 0 
0 0 710 0 


For £100 and over ... on 

Over £50, but less than £100 dos 

For £20 and over, but not exceeding £50 

For each additional defendant, both served 
in the same district, appearing by same 
solicitor ... ee ose sins oO B® 0 6 0 

In the case of two or more defendants, 
where the defendants have been served 
in different districts, or appear by 
different solicitors, for each additional 
defendant such sum as may be fixed or 
allowed on taxation. 

(2) In cases where the plaintiff is entitled to 
asts on the County Court scale only :— 
Over £0), but less than £100 ox so it OO 710 0 
For £20 and over, but not exceeding £50 610 0 0 0 


~1-1@ 


~~ 


For each additional defend int ae as eB Ss 06 0 
Additional Allowances. 


ts} Where an affidavit of service of summons is required 010 0 


Where notice of appearance is not given on the day 
on which the appearance is entered and plaintiff 
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And in addition for each extra service :— (e) Where substituted service has been granted and 
(a) Effected in same district as the first is ee a eh plaintiff is entitled by the proviso to sect. 116 of the 
(6) In a different district from that of previous service, County Courts Act, 1888, to High Court costs for 
or services ne a ae joi wa soy, ay each order for substituted service ... ses oe 2 Cam 
(3) £20 and over, but not exceeding £50, specially indorsed ; (d) In other cases of substituted service the fixed costs 
and any liquidated demand of £20 or upwards not for substituted service (supra) may be added. 
specially indorsed :— 
In country and agency cases, and where service effected On DISCONTINUANCE—PAYMENT INTO CouRT. 
more than five miles from General Post Office ... 412 0 
Town cases he tr Te oi ae 400 Order XXVI, rule 3—Order XXII., rule 7. 
And in addition for each extra service :— Costs of judgment... ae ong ese one oe 2 an 
(a) Effected in the same district as the first ~~. 2-8 9 - 
(6) Ina different district from that of previous service, REMOVALS FROM INFERIOR CournTS—Mayor's Court, 
Or SeTViCeS — ve wns ate nee nee ee 0 18 0)  Qosts of removal, inclusive of costs of issuing execution 1 6 0 
(Mileage may be allowed extra in all the above cases.) The further costs relating to the execution, viz : For 
SUBSTITUTED SERVICE. obtaining warrant, instructing officer, and _ receiving 
The following additional costs may be allowed for each amount realised, may be indorsed to we er gy pc 
order for substituted service :— not in ordinary cases exceed the sum o 3. in ition 
For sums of £100 and over — ue 2 § ©| to payment of warrant. 
Over £50, but lessthan £100... _... 115 0| From SaLrorpD Hunprep Court AND LiverPoot Court or 
For £20 and over, but not exceeding £50 a 16 0 PASSAGE. 
(Taxation optional for sums over £100.) Fixed costs of removal site ose De: ove ae fe 
DEFAULT OF DEFENCE. (Which sum should be included in the order for removal.) 
The above costs may be allowed on judgments in default 
of defence. 
FOUR-DAY COSTS. Ww 
The amount of costs indorsed ona writ of summons under Cases of the eek, 
ciameadaiamae: 85S High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
ae ee REX rv. BOND. C.C.R. 26th May; 12th June. 
(Where the ee ame — five miles of the Cramunan Law—Menicat PractitionEr—It1e¢at Use or Instrvuments— 
eneral Post Office. ) Axsence or OrnmminaL Intent ALLEGED —‘ Mistake”’ or “ Accipent”— 
For one defendant ... don sian bes okt .» 3 83 O| Evrpence or a Wrrness on Wuom an ItieGat Operation Hap Been 
For each extra defendant ... ree ae wes a me Perrormep Some Nixz Montus Berors—Apmissiniuiry or Suca Evipence 
CounTRY oR AGENCY CASE. —— Acarnst THE Person Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vicr. c. 100), 
ow ree we nee see tee tee + 310 0} Qase stated by A. T. Lawrence, J., for the consideration of the Court of 
or each extra defendant ... --- 0 6 ©] Grown Cases Reserved. John Bond was tried before the learned judge at 


Chester at the winter assizes holden for the county of Chester in March 
last, on an indictment under section 58 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, for a 
using instruments upon one Ethel Annie Jones, a domestic servant, 
intent thereby to procure her miscarriage on the 20th of October, 1905, 
The point of law on which the validity of the conviction was challenged 
was that the judge had wrongly admitted the evidence of another woman 
named Taylor, on whom the prisoner, according to her evidence, had 
performed a similar operation some nine months before, and who said that 
the prisoner had told her ‘‘he had got dozens of girls out of their 
troubles,” and ‘‘ that the instruments ”’ he shewed her, which were similar 
to those used on Jones, ‘‘ would bring away the child.”” The prisoner's 
defence to the charge was that Jones came to him for treatment fora 
disease which justified his using certain instrumsnts, and that if the 
miscarriage she now complained of as having been brought on by him was 
due to his having used the instruments, which he admitted having 
used on her, they were not used by him for a criminal purpose, and there 
being no evidence of any criminal intention on his part, he could not 
have been convicted but for the evidence of this witness. It was 
argued that the evidence of the witness was inadmissible, because 
there was no ‘‘nexus ” between the offence of which the prisoner was 
now charged and the evidence of the other offence which the witness gave. 
For the prosecution it was submitted that the evidence was admissible 
as shewing that oe operations of this kind had been performed by 
him, and therefore issible as evidence that the offence of which he was 
charged was part of a system that he was willing if qeeuty occurred 
of carrying out on patients of this kind who went to him for advice. The 
case was argued first before five judges, who disagreed. The court, having 
directed the case to be re-argued, was somewhat differently constituted, 
Walton, J., who was present at the first hearing, being absent, and Jelf, 
Bray, and A. T. Lawrence, JJ., being invited to attend. The case having 
been argued on the 26th of May, judgment was again reserved. 

June 12.—Lord A.venstons, C.J., read a judgment to the effect that in 
his opinion the evidence of the woman Taylor was not admissible on the 
ground that it referred to an entirely different wrongful act, although the 
crime, if her evidence was true, was of a similar character to that charged 
inithe indictment. If the indictment had charged the prisoner with system: 
atically procuring the abortion of women it might have been admissible 
as going to prove a system pursued by the p er. Inthe present case 
however, there was but one charge made, and the evidence of Taylor had 
no direct ‘nexus’ or bearing on that charge. He thought, therefore, 
that the conviction should be quashed, but he announced that as the 
—v of the court were of a different opinion the conviction would 
stand. 

Ripiey, J., said he had read the judgment of the Lord Chief Justice. 
For the reasons which he had given he thought the sentence should be 
remitted. As, however, that was not the view or the majority of the 
court, he had not deemed it necessary to deliver a 6 te judgment. 

TT. Lawgence, J 





makes an affidavit of service for the purpose of 
judgment in defanlt .., ove es ove oe 


010 0 





Kennepy, Daniine, CnaAnnELL, Jey, Bray, and a 
read judgments in which they expressed the opinion that the evidence 
Taylor in this case against the prisoner was admissible as tending @ 
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— 
directly rebut the defence to the charge that the prisoner had used the 
ents on Jones for a perfectly proper purpose, and that the mis- 
which resulted was caused by mistake or accident and was not the 
result of a deliberate criminal intention on his part to procure abortion. 
Conviction accordingly affirmed.—Covnset, Abei Thomas, K.C., and R. V. 


Bankes; B. Francis Williams, K.C., and Ellis Griffith. Sottcrrors, Fluz, | 


Webster, § Neighbour, for H. W. Garnett, Chester ; F. Cooke § Son, Crewe. 
[Reported by Erskine Rew, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 








Cases of Last Sittings. 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
STEVENSON v. GOLDSTRAW. Div. Court, 10th and 24th. April. 


Epvcation—Byer-LAw—Provision ror Tota ExempTioN—ELEMENTARY 
Epvcation (ScHoot Atrenpance) Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 51). 


This was a case stated, and raised an important point as to the exemp- 
tion of children from school attendance. The facts of the case are as 
follows: The child in question was thirteen years and two months of age 
on the 9th of May, 1905. He had not attended school since the 20th 
of March, 1905. Previous to that date he had made 350 attendances in not 
more than two certified efficient schools during each year for five years, 
which was proved by the certificate signed by the principal teacher. He had 
not received a certificate from one of the H.M.’s inspectors of schools that 
he had reached the sixth standard, having in fact only reached the fourth 
standard. As from the 20th of March, 1905, he had been employed full time 
without a labour certificate at a silk mill. Such certificate was refused him 
because of the dispute in law raised herein. The respondent, the father of the 
child, was summoned for that he being the parent of a child more than five 
and less than fourteen years of age did unlawfully neglect to cause his 
child to attend school, without reasonable excuse, for the whole time pro- 
vided by the bye-laws. The bye-laws did not provide for a full-time 
exemption or an attendance qualification. The justices dismissed the 
complaint, being of opinion that the child, having obtained the attendance 
certificate, was legally employed on full time. On behalf of the appel- 
lant it was contended that the child must satisfy the conditions of total 
exemption prescribed by the bye-law. On behalf of the respondent it 
was »seradl 69 that the child had become a ‘‘ young person’? within 
the meaning of section 7 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1901. 


[See the judgment in the next case.] 


STEVENSON v. CRAIG, Div. Court. 10th and 24th April. 


EnvcatrlonN—ByrE-LAW—PROVISION FoR PartiAt ExEmpTion—Facrory AND 
Worksnor Act, 1901 (1 Ep. 7, c. 22), s. 161. 


This was a case stated on a complaint proferred by the appellant, the 
superintendent of the school attendance committee, against the respondent, 
the father of the child, similar to the complaint in Stevenson v. Goldstraw. 
The child in question was twelve years and nine months old on the 9th of 
May, 1905, on which date she was absent from school, and from the 20th 
of h to that date inclusive, during which period she might have 
attended school fifty-nine times, she was absent twenty-nine times. 
Previously to the 20th of March she had made 300 attendances in not 
more than two schools during each year for the five preceding years, but 
no labour certificate had been granted because of the dispute raised 
herein, and except as aforesaid there was no*feasonable excuse for 
non-attendance at school for the whole time required by the bye-laws. 
During the period in question she had been employed as a half-timer in 
a silk factory. The magistrates dismissed the complaint on the ground 
that the child was legally employed as a half-timer, being entitled to 
partial exemption under the proviso in section 1 of the Elementary (School 
Attendance) Act, 1873, Amendment Act, 1899. On behalf of the appellant 
it was contended that the child was bound to comply with the bye-law. 
On behalf of the respondent it was contended that the child had a statutory 
right to partial exemption, and that would not be taken away by reason of 
the ige-hewre failing to give effect to the statute. 

Tue Court (Lord Atversronr, C.J., and Dartinc and Bray, JJ.) 
allowed the ea nog in the case of Stevenson v. Goldstraw, being of opinion 
that the bye-law was not invalid as it sufficiently complied with the 
exemption laid down in the Act, and dismissed the appeal in Stevenson v. 
Craig, on the ground that the child’s statutory right to ial exemption 
could not be taken away by reason of the bye-laws failing to provide for 
such partial exemption.—Counset, Herbert Smith ; Disturnal. Soxtcrrors, 
Taylor, Rowley, & Lewis, for Hand § Co., Sheffield; Sharpe, Parker, $ Co., 
for Bowley ¢ Co., Macclesfield. 

[Reported by Auan Hoga, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








Mr. Upjohn, K.O., has ceased to confine his practice to the court over 
which Mr. Justice Farwell (now Lord Justice Farwell) lately presided in 
the Chancery Division, in order to go “‘ special.’ 


Mr. Justice Neville will now, says the Wes/minster Gazette, have the very 
rare rience of joining om the bench a colleague whom he met and 
defeated at the polls just fourteen years ago. The new judge sat for the 
Exchange Division of Liverpool as a Liberal from 1887 to 1895, and at the 
Fisher election of 1892 he defeated Mr, John C. Bigham, now Sir Jobn 

ham, and one of His Majesty's judges. Mr. Bigham was victorious 
in the Rachang? Division in 1895, but Mr, Neville was not then his 
opponent. 








Societies. 


The Law Association for the Benefit of Widows 
and Families of Solicitors in the Metropolis 
and Vicinity. 

The eighty-ninth annual general court of the Law Association for the 
Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in the Metropolis and Vicinity 
was held at the Law Society’s Hall on the 3lst of May, Mr.S J. Daw, 
one of the treasurers, being in the chair. Among those present were Mr. 
T. H. Gardiner, Mr. H. C. Nisbet, Mr. R. H. Peacock, Mr. A. Toovey, 
Mr. J. Vallance, and Mr. M. Waters (directors), and several members, 
including Messrs. E. S. Courroux, G. M. Davey, L. O. Eagleton, C. B. 
Eustace e G. H. Radford, M.P., W. O. Reader, and E. E. Barron (the 
secretary). 

The directors’ ie and balance-sheet for the year ending the 20th of 
May were submitted. 

The report of the directors stated that the funded property of the 
association now consists of the following investments, viz. : 


Consols  ... sie ied Br as .-. £23,000 0 0 
India 3 per Cents. si se oe oe 5,000 0 0 
India 3} per Cents. oe abe os sce 2,400 0 0 
Local Loans 3 per Cent. Stock... ove eee 2,500 0 0 
Great Indian Peninsula Railway Annuity 

Class B £179: 1: 1... on ie ioe 
Great Indian Peninsula Railway Guaranteed 

3 per Cent. Stock... 660 0 0 


East Indian Railway Company Annuity 
Class B £308 ... iis we oo oe 
and that the receipts of the association for the past year were as fullows : 
Dividends on the above investments ... ~ £1,320 5 ll 
Annual subscriptions ... one oe oa 305 11 0 
Donations... eee oe ove ose ove 10 12 6 


Total eee ~ £1,636 9 5 








Life subscriptions eee eee ove rane £42 0 0 


The expenses of the year amount to £258 2s. 3d., leaving a balance of 
£1,420 7s. 24., which, with £367 15s. 7d. balance from 1905, made an 
available income for the year of £1,788 2s. 9d. Out of this the directors 
have distributed £579 8s. 6d. amongst twelve members’ cases and 
£690 14s. 1d. amongst thirty-five non-members’ cases, making the total 
relief ted £1,270 2s. 7d. The further sum of £200 India 3} per cent. 
Stock has been purchased, costing £209 16s., and added tothe investments 
previously held, and there remains a cash balance in hand of £308 4s. 2d. 
towards the expenditure of the current year. Since the formation of the 
as3ociation in 1817, the relief granted to members and their families has 
amounted to £77,549 6s., and to solicitors (non-members) and their 
families, £16,279 6s. 6d., making a grand total of £93,828 12s. 6d. 
There are now twelve annuitants, ten being the widows or daughters of 
deceased members, one of whom is over eighty years of age, 
and two are over seventy. In all cases e@ applications for 
relief are carefully considered ty the monthly board of directors, after 
the actual circumstances of the applicant have been investigated by the 
secretary, and the amount and method of payment of the grants are fixed 
to secure as far as possible the greatest benefit to the recipient. In many 
cases it is found better to spread the payments, making them quarterly or 
monthly. Twenty-five new members have joined the association during 
the past year, of whom four are life members, making, after allowing for 
deaths and resignations, a total number of 424 members, of whom 132 are 
life members. ‘The association continues to shew steady progress both as 
to membership and income, and during the past year the directors have 
given increased help in deserving cases. The directors earnestly hope that 
the members will continue to do their best to induce their friends to join 
the association. 

Mr. Daw moved the adoption of the report, after calling attention to 
the continued increase in the membership, both life members and annual 
subscribers, and the consequent increase in the association's funds, and 
also dwelt upon the increased claims on the association and the assistance 
rendered during the past year. ; 

The motion having been seconded by Mr. Garpiner—who, as chairman 
of the board during the past financial year, dwelt on the careful con- 
sideration that was given by the directors to every claim that came before 
them—the report and balance-sheet were unanimously adopted. 

The Lord Chief Justice was re-elected president, and the vice-presid: nts, 
board of directors, and other officers were reappointed. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the eae eet ae —_ cery-lane, on sank being BAS Mr. 
J. Roger B. G e chair, the other presen’ essere. 
Ww. Cc. Blandy (Reading), Walter Dowson, Charles Goddard, Samuel Harris 
(Leicester), L. W. N Hickley, W. G. = ©, G. May, R. Pennington, 
JP., W. Arthur Sharpe, R. 8.'Taylor, Philip Witham, and J. T. Scott 

cretary). 
~~ cals Me £405 was distributed in grants of relief; thirty-eight new 
members were admitted to the association, and other general Bens O88 WAS 
transacted. 
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The Criminal Appeal Bill. 


We have been favoured with the following report of the speech 
of Lord Alverstone, in the House of Lords, on the 22nd ult., on this 
Bill : 

Lorp ALVERSTONE: My Lords, before the House resolves itself 
into Committee, I think we are entitled to ask from the Lord 
Chancellor some further explanation of the intentions of His Majesty’s 
Government in regard to one portion of this Bill. I apologise to your 
Lordships for not having been present on the occasion of the second 
reading, when I should have made some of the observations that I 
feel it my duty to make this afternoon, but I was absent on circuit in 
South Wales, and it was not possible for me to attend. I am quite 
sure that, whatever may be the view of your Lordships on this matter, 
ou will feel that there are certain considerations that ought to be 
orne in mind before we undertake the Committee stage of the Bill. 

I am in no way opposed to the constitution of a Court of Criminal 
Appeal within certain limits, and, to clear the air, I will state at 
once that which I think would be a desirable amendment of the law in 
connection with criminal appeals. There should, I think, be a Court 
of Criminal Appeal, to which persons convicted should have free access 
upon the question whether there was any evidence to go to the jury, 
upon all questions of misdirection, upon all questions of non-reception 
or misreception of evidence, upon any question of law raised at the 
trial, and upon any question as to the illegality of the sentence. I 
postpone for the moment the question of appeal with regard to the 
severity of the sentence, because that raises different and subordinate 
considerations, Whether or not proceedings in error should be 
abolished is a matter not of great importance. I should have no 


objection to a Court of Appeal dealing with those. I pass it by only | 


with this word of notice, in order that there may not be any idea 
that I wish in any way to fetter the jurisdiction of the new Court of 
Criminal Appeal, if established, in matters of law. 

I now come to that part of the case on which I shall venture to 
detain your Lordships for a few minutes, because it is a matter of the 
very greatest importance, and one which affects the administration of 


the criminal law. I notice that my noble and learned friend Lord James | 


of Hereford, in supporting the second reading of this Bill, said, and 
said truly, that judges are not reformers. My Lords, they are not, 
because when one is honoured with judicial office one considers that as 


far as possible one should keep clear from anything approaching to | 


party politics, and I should not intervene in this afternoon’s proceedings 


1f the question we had to discuss was one which involved any matter | 
of party politics. I am quite sure that my noble and learned friend on | 


the Woolsack will agree that the administration of the criminal law 
should be kept free from any question of party politics. 

I speak, of course, solely for myself. His Majesty’s judges have no 
representation in this House, and it is a mere accident that I have the 
privilege of a seat here. I will indicate to your Lordships how far in 
some opinions of mine I am supported by my brethren, but I alone 
am responsible for what I say, and it must not be thought that His 
Majesty's judges desire in any way to interfere in that which may be 
thought to be the policy of the Government. Having said this, I wish 
to make one further observation, and I make it in consequence, partly, 
of what was said during the second reading discussion on this Bill, 
Whatever may be the decision of your Lordships’ House and the other 
House of Parliament on any question of reform in the administration 


of the law, be it in civil or criminal procedure, I can assure the noble | 


and learned Lord on the Woolsack that His Majesty’s judges, whatever 
their experience may be, be it little or be it great, will place it most 
unreservedly at the disposal of any Government who may introduce 
such a measure in order to make the measure workable and effective. 
The niain objection which I raise to this Bill is that it contemplates 


a right of appeal on fact in all cases of conviction on indictment. That | 


is a momentous change, and it will, in my judgment, so defeat the 
object of those who promote this Bill that it is absolutely necessary that 
I should make my meaning perfectly clear. I do not intend to refer 
to previous Bills. I do not intend to quote the opinions of others, 
however eminent. I am aware that it will be thought that I am thereby to 
a large extent cutting away from myself a strong argument which might 
be used in support of my position, but I feel that when a measure of 
this character has been introduced on the authority of His Majesty’s 
Government, when it has been moved in this House by the noble and 
learned Lord on the Woolsack, 1 ought to consider it on its own merits. 
I ought to consider how far its proposals commend themselves to my 
experience, and I ought not to shelter myself, or support my arguments 
by reference to any preconceived opinions of others who have studied 
this subject before, 

The main argument used in support of this Bill by the noble and 


to innocent persons, it would create a danger for them which no Court 


of Appeal could a them against. 
I would remin 


| details ot the evidence to be given by the ot om. 
| even the substance. That is entirely absent from the administration of 
criminal law. There are no two parties. It is the duty of the 
prosecution to make out their case to the satisfaction of the tribunal 
on fact, and that distinction affects the whole of our criminal procedure, 
Not only is there preliminary inquiry before magistrates and grand 
juries, but, if the prosecution propose to call any fresh evidence, they 
have to give notice to the person charged of what that fresh evidence 
is; and it is only in the very rare instance of some point being 
developed in the course of the trial by the defence that any evidence 
is heard of which intimation has not previously been given. So that 
in a criminal trial the accused goes into court with full knowledge of 
the details of the evidence to be given against him. 
| What is the chief objection to the proposed change’ It is my distinct 
conviction that such a procedure as is contemplated will undermine 
altogether the responsibility of juries, and will make them feel that it 
is not with them that the decision on the facts is ultimately to 
| rest. They will feel that they have got behind them this Court of 
| Appeal, so that they will be able to say, ‘‘We think the man is guilty, 
| We are not quite sure on the evidence, but if we are wrong the Court 
| of Appeal will set us right.’* That is a direct and serious danger as 
| regards an innocent man. What is it that we now say—lI have to say 
| it a great many times a year—to juries when we are dealing with these 
| matters? We have to tell them that theirs is the responsibility on 
| matters of fact. We have to tell them that there is, in this respect, no 
| appeal from their decision, and we have to tell them that unless they 
| are as satisfied as they would be in any important event of their lives 
| they ought to give the accused the benefit of the doubt and return a 
verdict of acquittal. The whoie of that observation would be cut away 
from us. 

I know, and there are many here who know perfectly well, what 
has been the effect on men of far greater learning and far greater 
experience than jurymen of the knowledge that there is an appeal. It 
has at times led judges of the highest position short of your Lordships’ 

| House to approach their duties without the same feeling of responsi- 
| bility as they otherwise would, and it has in times past been pointed 
| out that cases have been allowed to be conducted rather slackly because 
| they were going to the Court of Appeal. If this Bill becomes law in 


| its present shape, I am satisfied that juries will know and feel that the 
responsibility 1s no longer theirs, and that it will make them less 
| careful how they deal with questions of innocence and guilt. At 
present juries do err; they err on the side of acquittal. There are 
| many cases in which people are acquitted by juries who, if justice were 
| done, ought to have been convicted. The tendency, if this Bill passes, 
| must be for juries to fee] their responsibility much less. 
| Will your Lordships for a moment consider what is the danger to an 
| innocent man? What is the position when the verdict goes before the 
| tribunal of three or five judges? Are your Lordships to be satisfied 
; with the standard which now prevails in every case when the jury 
; have decided the question of fact? The only circumstances under whic 
; the Court of Appeal may now order a new trial when there has been 
| a verdict of a jury, is when the court have come to the conclusion that 
the verdict was one which no jury could reasonably have found. In 
| criminal cases not only will there have been previous investigation, 
| but in ninety-nine cases out of 100 no judge will allow a case to go to 
| a jury unless there is substantial evidence 5 ag the prisoner. What 
| will be the position of the Court of Appeal? They will have before them 
| the verdict of a jury who have seen the witnesses; they will have before 
| them the verdict of a jury presumably on a proper direction, because 
| if there 1s misdirection there ought to be an appeal. 
| But I ask your Lordships to consider the peril of an innocent man 
| who may have had a verdict of guilty against him, the jury feeling less 
| responsibility in their verdict. When he gets to the Court of Appeal 
| it will be urged that that verdict was given in sight of the witnesses 
and under the proper direction of the judge. If that were the only 
| difficulty, if I were to stop at this objection, I would submit that this 
Bill, giving a general right of appeal, creates a danger which threatens 
| those we are most anxious to protect—the innocent. What is this 
a sa The appeal which is now suggested does not exist in any other 
| tribunal, civil or criminal. It is absolutely new. The Memorandum on 
| the Bill points out what is perfectly true, that there is an appeal to 
| quarter sessions in cases of summary conviction; but that appeal to 
| quarter sessions is a rehearing. ‘The witnesses are recalled, and the 
| court has the same opportunity of judging of their demeanour as the 
| court of first instance had. This Court of Appeal is to have no such 
| opportunity, which, in my humble judgment, is absolutely necessary in 
order to come to a correct conclusion as to whether or not people are 


learned Lord on the Woolsack, in moving it, was the analogy of appeals | telling the truth in a criminal matter. 


in civil cases. It was suggested, quite truly, that in certain cases in | 


the High Court, however small might be the matter at stake, and even 
if it be only a question of change of venue and of procedure, there is 
an appeal to the Court of Appeal and ultimately to your Lordships’ 
House. 1 do not dispute that. In ninety-nine out of every hundred 
CARES " which amounts under £100 are involved, there is, however, no 
appeal on the question of fact. But I am not going to base my | 
ont on any comparison for the moment. I say, and I say it | 
visedly, that the whole system of our criminal procedure is contrary | 
to any such proposal as is made in this Bill for an appeal on fact, and | 
I hope to satisfy your Lordships that, instead of being an advantage 


On what evidence is the Court of Appeal to act? Is it to act on the 
depositions? They are admirable as a primd facie case, but over and 
over again most important points in favour of the prisoner or of the 
case for the prosecution are not brought out until the witness is 
examined and cross-examined at the trial. The judge’s note, though it 
may be quite sufficient and well adapted to omaile the judge to direct 
the jury who have heard the witnesses, would be wholly insufficient 
for the Court of Appeal. Are they, then, to act on a shorthand note? 
I enter my emphatic protest against the guilt or innocence of any man 
being determined by a tribunal which has not the witnesses before it. 
It is suggested in this Bill that some report is to be given by the judge 


June 16, 1906, ws 


your Lordships what the essential difference is. I 
civil disputes you have two parties. One — does not know the 
er party, sometimes not 
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who has presided at the trial. How is that to work? 
rts to be obtained after quarter sessions have se rated? 

js a very important matter, When it falls to my pain , 
at a trial for murder, the report I send to the Home Office is prepared 
with care, and the note I take is one which will be of some assistance 
to the court; but the system of appeal contemplated by this Bill, of 
remitting to three or five judges the determination of questions of fact, 
is acomplete innovation. It is tried for the first time in criminal law, 
and in my judgment it is fraught with the greatest danger to innocent 
rsons. It astounds me that it should be thought that a Court of 
Appeal in a criminal case should hear the case in the absence of the 
nsoner, 1 do not know why his presence is to be unnecessary. 
Further, it is generally recognised, and in support of this’ statement 
I might cite passages from the Report of the important Commission 
resided over in 1879 by Lord Blackburn, that if there is to be an 
appeal in criminal cases there must be a new trial, and it is because this 
js an innovation in, and a fundamental departure from, our criminal 
procedure that I think it right to enter my protest against it. I do 
not for a moment refer to the probable number of appeals. If this 
Bill were passed in its present shape there would be many hundreds 
of appeals, but I am not going to argue the question from that point 
of view. If it is right it ought to be passed, whatever may be the 
burden put on the country. But, as this Bill is framed, it gives an 
appeal to the rich which the poor cannot avail themselves of. This is 
no claptrap argument ; it is the fact. If these appeals are to be of 
any use, there must be counsel, and solicitors, an all the documents 
and other matter must be put properly before the court. Such a 
costly appeal may be for the benefit of the company promoter with any 
amount of money who has been charged with fraudulent conspiracy , 
but it will not benefit the poor man in the event of there having been 
some miscarriage of justice. The og 
meet that difficulty, Moreover, the 
practical working of this scheme are almost insuperable as t 
now framed. 

I feel my responsibility 
hesitate to ask your Lordships t 








Bill is 


so gravely in this matter that I do not 
o hear me on another part of the 
question. If I am right in saying that there has not been thought in 
past times necessity for this reform, has anything happened in the last 
few years to call for this particular amendment of the law? As was 
to be expected, reference was made in the course of the debate on the 
second reading of this Bill to the Beck case. I wish noble Lords who 
may have to deal with this matter would do what I have had to do 
—namely, very carefully study the Beck Report, I assert without fear 
of contradiction that an appeal on fact would have been no goo 
whatever in the Beck case. No Court of Appeal ona question of fact 
could possibly have reversed that finding. The miscarriage of justice 
in the Beck case was due to a misdirection on the part of the learned 
judge, a misdirection so grave that now that attention has been called 
to it one wonders how it ever could have taken place. 
misdirection which would have been set right by the Court of Appeal 
on the matter of law. Therefore, I say the only case that has been 
mentioned in order to suggest the pressing necessity for appeals on 
matters of fact is one which would have been met by an appeal on 
matters of law, by an appeal on the question of misdirection, and 
which in no way calls for this provision for appeal on questions of fact. 
It was from that point of view that I had the honour of assisting my 
noble and learned friend, Lord Halsbury, in preparing the Bill which 
passed your Lordships’ House last year, to increase the facilities for 
appeals in matters of law. 

There is a matter which is not sufficiently recognised in this House 
or in the country, to which attention has recently been called by a 
very great lawyer, and which I have for a long time determined that 
I would bring to the notice of your Lordships when I had an oppor- 
tunity. I refer to the enormously improved condition of the inno- 
cent man, due to the fact that he can now give evidence on his own 
behalf. For many years I pressed that measure on the House of 
Commons. My noble and learned friend, Lord Halsbury—it will for 
ever live to his honour—took the matter up, and the present Act was 
passed under his auspices. I have watched the practice of that Act 
most carefully, inasmuch as it bears directly on the point I am 
endeavouring to argue, the necessity for an appeal on fact, and I 
have found that in many cases a verdict of acquittal has been given 
on the evidence of the accused person alone; and I go so far as 
to say that if an accused man will tell the truth at the early stages 
before the magistrate, so as to give time for inquiry, his ‘ultimate 
conviction, if he is innocent, is almost an impossibility. I will not 
say an impossibility, because I do not wish to exaggerate. I have 
never pretended in all my advocacy of the Prisoners’ Evidence Act 
that it was any protection to the uilty. Your Lordships do not 
Wish to pass an Act of Parliament for the protection of the guilty, 
but this particular Act has been a great protection to the innocent. 

I will give your Lordships three of many cases. I tried at Ipswich 
an indictment against three men for grievously assaulting a poor sailor, 
On the evidence of the prosecution, all three assaulted him, and he did 
not know which one injured him. From the evidence of the prosecu- 
tion there was not the slightest possibility of distinguishing between 
the three men. One of them, an ex-soldier, asked to give evidence. 
He gave his evidence extremely well. He admitted he had been there. 

¢ said he joined the other two men, but after a few minutes became 
ashamed of himself, and asked the other men to desist, but as they 
= not he left them, That may or may not have been the true 
act, but my point is that the defence could not possibly have been 
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How are put before the jury except by the prisoner being allowed to give 
That evidence. 
inful lot to preside | 


' which I take exception ; but I am free to 


cedure is wholly insufficient to | 
difficulties in the oe of the | 
e 


But it was a) j 
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t cases I will quote two that I tried at the Cardiff 
One was a charge of murder and the other of 
one in which a wife had been 


To give more recen' 
Assizes two weeks ago. 
manslaughter. The former case was i f 
killed in a particularly brutal manner. Evidence of the circumstances 
under which the injury was done to the deceased woman was given by 
the prisoner himself in a way which commended it to the jury, who 
reduced the crime from murder to manslaughter; and nothing but the 


risoner’s evidence could have done it. At the same assizes a man was 
another man in the eye with 


indicted for manslaughter, for stabbi L 

an umbrella, which led to his death. n the evidence of those who 
saw the affray and of the doctors called for the prosecution no other 
verdict but one of manslaughter could be given. That man went into 
the witness-box and described that the deceased, who was a friend of 
his, was drunk at the time, and that in a slight que he stumbled on 
to the point of the umbrella, which went through his eye to his brain 
and killed him. That man was acquitted, and in my opinion rightly 
acquitted, by the jury. It may be contended that cases of acquittal 
such as this may be wrong, but that does not touch my point ; they 
demonstrate the absolute necessity of allowing the accused to give 


evidence. 

I must now say a word or two upon f rt < 
a matter of principle with me as is the topic on which I have, addressed 
your Lordships. refer to the tribunal for the consideration of the 
severity of sentences. I am aware that in the year 1892 a resolution 
was passed by the then judges of the Queen’s Bench in favour of there 

eing such a tribunal. The circumstances were very peculiar. At 
that time there were certain excessive sentences which very much 
‘troubled the Home Secretary. That is all that need be said about 
them; but it must be remembered that every one who has had the 
courage to propose this has always given a free hand to the tribunal 
; as to how the sentence was to be dealt with, and I think it would be 
‘a lamentable thing that men should be allowed to a peal on the ground 
of severity of sentence without the possibility of the Court of — 
increasing the sentence. Again the position has been changed. The 
judges ot the High Court now work upon a memorandum to which we 
‘are all agreed, and during the last eight or ten years no one can say 
that High Court sentences have erred on the side of severity. I have 
| a very strong feeling that, if there is to be reduction in the severity 
‘of a sentence, which is, after all, a of the prerogative of mercy, 
it would be better that it should be brought about by an administrative 
act of the Home Secretary than by a Court of Appeal. The Court of 


d | Appeal can only deal with the case. The Home Secretary may properly 
i 


have on such a matter put before him statements having no 
| relevance to the particular case. But that is not all. I would take 
| your Lordships’ minds back to what happens in a court of assize. 
| person being convicted the judge asks the police to give the fullest 
information with respect to the prisoner, his antecedents, and his recent 
| mode of life. I believe it to be quite impossible to reproduce in a Court 
of Appeal what I may call the atmosphere of that court. If it should 
| be thought desirable, let the Home Secretary have increased facilities 
| for consulting the jodees of the King’s Bench Division. I shall not 
| say one single word against that, but I do vey say that this is a 
| matter which scarcely merits or renders necessary the proposed amend- 
| ment of the law. 
| The case must be made out for these changes. I am sure that my 
noble and learned friend on the Woolsack will not suggest that your 
Lordships ought to make this great change in the law merely on his 
ipse dizit or on the statement that it is the Bill of His Majesty's 
Government, It is only a compliment to my noble and learned friend 
to say that his lot has fallen in pleasanter places than in the criminal 
courts, but I onneat myself by what I know to be the opinion of my 
noble and learned friend Lord Halsbury, than whom there is no one in 
this country whose opinion on a matter of criminal law is entitled to 
greater weight. The views I have expressed are entertained by all 
my brethren in the King’s Bench, who daily throughout the whole 
course ot the year administer the criminal law, and your Lordships 
know from the public Press that they are the views largely shared by 
recorders, who have a very large share in the administration of the 
criminal law, and are very learned and experienced men, and also by 
chairmen of quarter sessions, many of whom have had long practical 
experience of this question. 

The certainty, the expedition, and, above all, the justice of our 
criminal procedure has been the admiration of jurists of all civilised 
nations; but the bedrock and foundation of that system is the 
recognised duty of the prosecutor to make out his case upon the facts 
so as to satisfy a jury, and that from the verdict of that jury there 
is no appeal on questions of fact. This Bill undermines that principle. 
In my opinion it will lead juries in cases of doubt to shelter themselves 
under the authority of a Court of Appeal, and that will involve the 
greatest danger to an innocent person which no safeguard in ill 
can diminish. I feel as certain as I stand here that it will create a 
very great danger to him, against which no Court of Appeal that does 
not have the witnesses before it can protect him. I have endeavoured, 
feebly I know, but still from conviction, to put this view before your 
Lordships, I speak with some experience of the administration of the 
criminal law, and with six years experience as Chief Justice, and I 
say make this on if you Will, but make it only with full knowledge 
of the issues involved; and I hope it will not be made unless the 


arguments | have put before your Lordships are answered to your 
Lordships’ satisfaction. fs a 
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. which they employ and pay their own clerks. The same system obtaing 
Obitua in Ireland, the appointments being there made by the judge of the Probate 
ry. Court. In Scotland the principal probate officer is the commission 
M H. T. N. who is appointed by the Crown, and receives an allowance for cl 
r. - 1. Norton. assistance. In accordance with the Act 39 & 40 Vict. c. 70, the duties of 


et to announce the death on Saturday last, owing to an accident, | district commissary clerks, corresponding to district probate registrars in 
of Me. enry Turton Norton, the senior peer en in the , So of Messrs, | England, are discharged by the sheriff clerks. Any alteration in this 
Norton, Rose, Norton, & Co.. solicitors and parliamentary agents. Mr. | 8ysem would require legislation. Any question as to the desirability of 
Norton was the eldest son of the Jate Mr. Henry Elland Norton, of the such legislation is not primarily a matter for the Treasury, but I am not 
firm of Messrs. Baxter, Rose, & Norton. He was educated at Marlborough aware of any sufficient grounds for considering that a change is required 
College and St. John’s College, Cambridge. He was admitted in 1872 and | i= the public interest. 
joined his father’s firm, of which he became the senior partner on his In the House of Commons, on Wednesday, Sir W. Evans-Gordon asked 
father’s retiring in the year 1892, when at the same time his cousin, Mr. , the Home Secretary whether it was customary at all or any of the 
Walter Percy Norton, was admitted into the firm, which then became known | immigration ports, when an alien immigrant declared that he was a 
as Norton, Rose, Norton, & Co. Mr. Norton was a J.P. for Suffolk. He | political refugee, for the immigration officers to demand any corroboration 
was, says the city editor of the Times, something more than an eminent | of such declaration; if so, what was the nature of the corroboration 
city solicitor. Besides being the senior partner in an important firm, | demanded, and to what extent was the mere statement of the immi 
which brought him into contact, more or less intimate, with men and | accepted? Mr. Gladstone said: I have every reason to believe that the 
things, he was the trusted adviser in matters of law of several leading men | immigration officers take the utmost pains to carry out their duty in 
of business, by whom he will be greatly missed. Experience and ability | regard to political refugees in accordance with the provisions of the Act 
such as Mr. Heten displayed do not come into existence in a day; and | and their instructions thereunder. It is a point on which corroboration 
the place of a city solicitor who possessed such qualities cannot be easily | or refutation are matters of extreme difficulty ; and the answer to the 
filled, at any rate as r his older clients, with whose affairs he had | latter part of the question must depend on the circumstances of each 
ms henry nd familiar for many years, and with whom he was in | particular case. Sir W. Evans-Gordon further asked whether, when an 
relations of friendship. immigrant alien produced £5 as evidence of means, any steps were taken 
to find out if such immigrant was\the bond jide possessor of that sum, and 
that it had not been supplied to him merely for the purpose of his 
obtaining — to this er: Mr. oe said: Yes, sir; the 
immigration officers pay careful attention to this point, and if they have 
Legal N ews. any reason to doubt that the money is the tensbenent’s bond fide wo li 
- they do not accept it as a proof of means. 
Appointment. In the Standing Committee of the House of Commons on Law, on 
Mr. Ratrn Neviiur, who has been appointed a Judge of the High Court | Wednesday, on the Workmen’s Compeneation Bill, says the Times, the 
of Justice, Chancery Division, in the cine of Mr. Justice Farwell, is the | committee carried one amendment against the opposition of Mr. Gladstone, 
son of Mr. Henry Neville, of Esher. He was educated at Tonbridge School | With the result of importing into the Bill, although in a limited way, the 
and Emmanuel College, Cambridge, and was called to the bar in 1872. | principle of compulsory insurance. This wasa proposal by Mr. Wedgwood 
He joined the Northern Circuit and practised for some four years as a | 88 follows: ‘‘ The Secretary of State shall, however, have power, without 
“local” in the Lancaster Chancery Court, and then came to London. | further confirmation by Parliament, to embody in any special rules or 
After being made a Queen’s Counsel he had an extensive practice, and | regulations, drawn up by him for the safer conduct of any industry, 
latterly has ‘gone special.”” From 1887 to 1895 he was Member of Parlia- | Clauses compelling every employer engaged in that industry, under 
ment for the Exchange Division of Liverpool. penalties, to insure his workpeople in any mutual trade insurance scheme 
which is confined to that industry, and which actuarially and otherwise 
meets with the joint approval and preference and conforms to the joint 
General. regulations of the Secretary of State and the Registrar of Friendly 
‘ E : Societies.” He suggested that the principle embodied in the amendment 
Tt is announced that during the absence of the President, Sir J. Gorell | could easily be applied to the pottery industry,'where the system of mutual 
bet yy sep city Division. Justice Bucknill will sit in the Probate, | trade inentonce schemes we already in existence and worked well. Mr. 
vorce, ira ivision. Gladstone thought the hon. member and the committee would hardly 
The judicial bnsiness of the House of Lords was resumed on Thursday. | expect the Government to take the amendment seriously. The question 
The nt list, says the Times, contains nineteen appeals, of which twelve | Of compulsory insurance must be dealt with as a whole, and not limited to 
are English and seven Scottish. There are no Irish appeals in the list. one particular industry. Mr. Tennant urged that the ~———— proviso 
Mr. Neville McWilliam, LL.B., of Sydney Univerity, who is blind, has, — 2S ee re by oe ha pe agen < $3 te 
a Ga dase rod Ae aig nt al a, ps the clause as amended was added to the Bill. ¥ 
ales. ief Justice expre e hope that Mr. McWilliam 
om | be as successful as Mr. Fawcett, who, slhuing from the same be last mane agg A > Society Kd ae yey 
icticn, rose to be a Minister of the Crown. contains a portrait of Mr. Justice Brewer, of the Supreme Co 
la ‘hea eee vil ota ont ton in the Alpes-Mariti the United States, and with regard to him a contributor to the 
Sund 5 on ‘a peng — a cated = the Dee Mail ‘oot journal writes: ‘‘ The career of Mr. Justice Brewer conspicuously 
eats aide holide oe eae . a fo sponses She at whi h hed kent illustrates the great divergence which exists between the English and 
the oe a divi 40d ee ith of Newen ber 1462. Th rr American method of recruiting the judicial bench. While in this country, 
in aouren the Pere pr coal soot ab “he hich ch village as a rule, advocates of long experience at the bar are appointed to 
dilieak, & ter Gian cap ta Gout oh Wits Galaincly chine’ the matt oe seaenates i te jaicleny, te. Sueaes 6 Palgns, enotys See Se 
- : * ede: urts and of one or two o ie State urts, are elec’ ‘or 
re land equally between the re fi — = et a limited term by popular suffrage. In these circumstances the leaders of 
land in di es show ¢ £400 The pad pay = wtih be so Pier hens the bar naturally find no inducement to relinquish a lucrative practice 


; ; - for the meagre salaries of the judici or no sufficient com ° 
were docketed 6 ed six : Pee ’ ~ : 
ae op Benno — which weig teen tons, and were! tion in the honour of the position for the worry and indignities 


which attend contested elections. Younger men, therefore, and 
The latest Bankruptcy Report reveals, says the Journal of the Society of | those who have had only a brief experience at the bar, or who have 
Comparative Legislation, the startling fact that whereas there have been | been connected with the courts in a clerical or executive capacity, find 
some 89,583 adjudications in all since the Act of 1883 was passed, in only | admission to the bench. Fortunately experience proves that this practice 
19,136 of them has there been an application for discharge; in other { is attended by better results than might be expected. Those who are 
words, not one debtor in five applies for his discharge, and even this low ) incompetent go back to the bar after their brief term of office is over, 
average is steadily falling. The result is that we have a population of | while those who are fitted by learning and temperament for a judic’ 
some 70,000 undischarged bankrupts in our midst—a manifest danger to | career adopt it as a vocation, and in recognition of their fitness and 
the community ; for though it is a misdemeanour for an undis- | adaptability the people again and again elect them to succeed themselves, 
charged bankrupt to obtain credit to the amount of £20 without disclosing | or + are femal cm | to superior judicial positions. The Federal Bench, 
his status, a penal provision of this kind affords no redress to a person who | to which the judges are appointed for life by the President, has for years 
pomp ay ad or unknowingly has given credit to an undischarged bankrupt. | been recruited from among the best of the State judges, while the 
Nor is it any use to drive such an undischarged bankrupt into a second | Supreme Court Bench, which is the peer of any tribunal in the world, has, 
; because the trustee under the first bankruptcy—unless he has | for the most part, been filled by the promotions of circuit court and other 
known of the trading without intervening—has a prior claim on the assets. | judges.”’ 
The mischief arises from an oversight in the drafting of our English Two attempts have been made b 


: : a contemporary, says the Evening 

jr on ae bay ; erty apy by # debtor for his discharge is made | gyandard, to trace to its source a well-known tow Couste joke. The first 
ought to be obligatory. credited Sir Frank Lockwood with the jest ; the sécond made the then 

On Monday, in the House of Commons, in answer to Mr. Sears, who | Mr. Henry Hawkins its father. As a fact, the mot seems to have originated 
candidates for appointments to probate registries should be | with the first Lord Chelmsford, then Frederick Thesiger. Sir Cresswell 

by the Civil Service Commission in the usual way, the Chancellor | Cresswell was trying a case in which the name of a versel was frequently 

uer said all appointments to the —- probate registry | introduced. When mentioned by Serjeant Channell, who was deficient in 

London and to district probate registrarships in England and Wales are | store of aspirates, the vesse] was the Ellen ; when alluded to by Thesiget 
made by the President of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division. | she was Helen. ‘‘Stop!’’ said Cresswell, presently ; ‘‘I have got on my 
trict probate registrars receive allowances for clerical assistance, out of ' notes the Ellen and the Helen; which is it?” In his blandest tone 
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replied: ‘‘Oh, my lud, the vessel was christened the Helen, but 


she lost her ‘h’ in the chops of the Channell.”’ 
bered 


The joke will be 


remem against the victim long after other records of him are forgotten. 
Which makes it worth while to note that the only education he ever received 


was at a poor 


by industry which would be the death of most men. 


rivate school, but ‘that he raised himself to the bench 


If Sir Frank 


’s name must be dissociated from the Channell joke, it is bound 


with another as funny, memorable as the last joke made in the old |: 


ry Court; memorable, too, from the fact that it cropped up on 


Lockwood’s first brief. 


He had received three guineas for the brief, and 


one for the consultation to appear for the liquidator in a case in which 


counsel were fairly numerous, 


When Lockwood rose, ‘‘ What brings you 


here?’”? asked Lord Romilly in surprise, and meaning, ‘‘ Why need I 


listen to you?’”’ 
of the Ro. 


Lockwood looked puzzled for a moment, and the Master 
went on testily, ‘‘ What do you coms here for?’’ 


The answer, 


says Mr. Birrell, was immediate, unexpected, and accompanied as it was 
by 8 dramatic glance at the outside of his brief, as if to refresh his 
memory, triumphant, ‘‘ Three and one, my lord !’’ 








To Executors.— VALUATIONS FoR Propate.—Messra. Watherston & Son, 
Jewellers, Goidsmiths, and Silversmiths to H.M. The King, 6, hh grower 


ing from Regent-street to Burlington-gardens and Bon 


street), 


don, W., Value, Purchase, or Arrange Collections of Plate or Jewels for 
Family Distribution, late of Pall Mall East, adjoining the National 


Gallery.—[Apvr. ] 








Court Papérs. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or ReaisTrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercenxcy 


Date. ~~ 














TRINITY 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
Appgat Covrr I. 
The Business to be taken in this Court will, 
from time to time, be announced in the 
Daily Cause List, 


Appgat Court II. 
The Business to be taken in this Court will, 
from time to time, be announced in the 
Daily Cause List. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuanogry Court I. 

Ma. Justice KEKEWICH. 

Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
Kexewica will take Actions with Wit- 

nesses daily throughout the Sittings. 


Lorp Caance..oa’s Covet. 
Me Justice FARWELL. 


Mr. Jastic2 Farwext will be eogaged on the 
Ro jission on War Stores during 
ent Sittings. Until further notice 
with Witnesses assigned to him 
will be taken for him by Mr. Justice 
Swisvew Eapy or another of the Judges 
of the Chancery Division. 


detons 


Kixa’s Bencu Court, 
Ma. Justice WARRINGTON. 
Except when other Business is advertised 


in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice | 


Warrixatox will take Actions with Wit- 
nesses daily throughout the Sittings. 


Cuanocery Covar II. 
Ma. Justion BUCKLEY. 
Tues,, June 12... Mots and non-wit list 
— - ies Acts and non- 
wil 
Thursday ...14... Non-wit list 
Friday 15... Mots and non-wit list 


Batunday ...16 { in caus, pets, and non-wit 


ApprgaL Court 
No. 2. 


Mr. Farmer 


Mr. Justice 


Mr. Justice 
KExKswIca. 


Mr. Godfrey 
R. Leach 
R. Leach 
R. Leach Pemberton 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Swixrew Eapy. Waseinaton. 


Mr. Justice 
FaRweELt. 


Mr. Jackson 
Pemberton 
Jackson 


Pemberton 


Farmer Jackson 
King 


Joyce. 


Mr. Carrington Mr. Theed Mr. Greswell 
Beal W. Leach Ch 
Carrington 

, 

ae 


urch 
W. Leach 
Theed 


King 
Farmer 


Theed 
W. Leach 
Theed 
W. Leach 


SITTINGS, 1906. 


Moniay 
Tass, -crcce 
Thursday >. 21 | Nop-wit list 

Friday 22...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...93 | Gt caus, pets, and noa-wit 
25...Sitting in chambers 

gg | Companies Acts and non- 


18...8itting in oe a 
Companies Acts and non- 
19 } wit list 


Tuesday .. taut list 
Wednesday 27...Non-wit list 
Thursday ...28...Mots and non-wit list 
99 | No Sitting. Celebration of 
His Majesty’s Birthday. 
Saturday ...3) { = caus, pets, and non-wit 


‘Mon., July . ee = 
mpanies Acts and Non- 
Tuesday .. 3{ vie lst 


Thuteday 2, 5 | Non-wit list 

Friday ...... 6 ..Mots and non-wit list 

Baturday ... 7 cht caus, pets, ani non- wit 
9 . Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday .... 10 i —— Acts and non- 

Wednesday 11), ae ea 

Thursday ...12 } Non-wit list 

Friday 13 , Mots and non-wit list : 

| Saturday ...14 | FRE caus pets, and non-wit 


| Monday......18 . Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday af oe Acts and non- 


1 wit hist 
—< ao 1 Non.-wit list 
| Friday ..,... 2)...Mots and non-wit list 
1 | Besenus, pete, and nm wit 


...23... Sitting in chambers 
2d } Companies Acts and non- 


( wit list 
Toomey 3 1 Non-wit list 
Friday ate and tages list 
caus, pets, 

Posen ee 
Fue 6 80. 

Tuesday seca { Companies Acts and non- 
Therans ®: 3 | Non-wit list 
Friday ....., 3...Mots and non-wit list 


| Geturday ... 4} St fame Pete and gone 





non- 


Monday ...,..6...Sitting in cham! 


bers 
Becstay ... 1} Cammeaies-Aate and Sap 
Wednesday 8 . Non-wit list 

Thursday ... 9...Mots and non-wit list 


Friday ......10 
| a “~T? } Remaining Matt rs 


be put the paper. 

N.B.—The following pa) on further con- 
sideration are soenibell bee the use of 
judge, viz.: —Two copies of minutes of the 
a gees udgment or order, leopy - 
ings, 1 copy 8 


Cuancery Covat HI. 

Mr. Justices JOYCE. 
Tues., June 12 Mots and non-wit list 

ae } Non-wit list 
Friday ......15 . Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...16 { Sy caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday ...18...8itting in chambers 
wn = . 


23 | Wit hist 
$ondey - b ..Sitting in chambers 
esday ... wit li 
Woinestay 27} Non-witlist = 
Thursday ...28...Mots and non-wit list 
Friday ..... 29...No Si! 


Mon., July 2..,.Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday cae a is 
Wednesday 4} Non-wit list 
Thursday ... 6 A 
Friday ...... 6 ..Mots and nen-wit list 
Saturday ... 


Monday ..... 9...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .. 1 ae 
Wednesday 11 } Non-wit list 

ursday ...12 


"13 ..Mots and non-wit list 
4 Sht caus, pets, and non-wit 


ureday ...19 
Friday 20.. Mots and non-wit list 


Saturday ...21 f = caus, pets, and non wit 
Monday... ..23 ..£ivting in chambers 
Tuesday .. 24 

Wednesday 25 Non-wit list 

Thursday ...26 

Friday ......27 | Mo‘sand non-wit list 
Saturday ...28 { ht caus, pets, and noa-wit 


Monday......30...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .. : 
Wed., Aug. 1} Non-wit list 
Thareday ..2 
i 3 Mots and non-wit list 
4 Sht caus, pets, aad non- 
wit li 
6 . Sitting in chambers 
sZaay g } Non-wit list 
Thursday ... 9. ae and we 3 
; ‘ caus, ’ noa- 
Friday cosine wit list P 
Saturday ...11...Non-wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 


AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AN. 


order of Mr Justice Swinfen 
July 2, 1906) Sept 30 








Sht caus, pets, and non- | 
Saturday ...30 se caus, pets, and non-wit | . 


aa 
Sht caus, pets,and non-wit 
72 list 





N.B.—The following 
sideration 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1906, 


The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. ‘ 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 


judge, viz, Tw 
the propsed 


THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
PROBATE AND DIVO 
STANNARIES COUR 


(General List.) 
1904. 


Hertfordshire County Council v The New River Co 
Eady, dated July 16, 1 


1905. 
The District Messenger and Theatre Ticket Co ld y The Piccadilly Art 








_548 | THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








Galleries Cold and anr appl of defts The Piccadilly Art Galleries from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 13, 1905 July 27 Same v 
Same appl of V Benoist from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 

am 1905 aptamer July i a 
irmingham Corpn v — i m Canal Navigators appl of pltffs from 

- order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated July 25, 1905 Ang’ . 

In the Matter of the Cos’ Acts, 1862 to 1900, and in the Matter of Thomas 
Sowler and Sonsid appl of P G Andrews from order of Mr Justice 
Werrington, dated Aug 8, 1905 (produce order) (s o for appointment of 
legal personal representative) Aug 21 

In re H Castle & Sonsld Mitchell v Castle and ors appl of J B Garnham 
(one of the defts) from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 27, 
1905, and cross notice of appl by The Merchant Banking Co ld, dated 
Nov 13, 1905 Nov 11 

In re C H Cozens, dec Cozens v Larkworthy appl of deft from order 
of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Aug 9,1905 (sonot before July 2, 
1906) Nov 20 

1906 


Macmillan and ors v Dent & Co appl of defts from order of Mr Justics 
Kekewich, dated Dec 5, 1905 Jan 1 
In re Earl of Stamford and Warrington Hall and ors v Lambert and ors 
sppl of defts from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Nov 18, 1905 
an 4 


Mayor, Aldermen, and Citizens of the City of Manchester v New Moss 
Colliery 1d appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Dec 12, 
1905 Jan 5 

In re Samuel Gist, dec Gist v Timbrell appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Nov 8, 1905 Jan 8 


In reG E Bishop, dec Turnerv Ilesandors appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 21,1905 Jan 19 
In re George Pardoe, dec McLaughlin v Penny and anr appl of deft 
A Penny from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 9, 1905 Jan 20 
Fear v Morgan appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Oct 26,1905 Jan 22 
Rowden v Parker appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Dec 15, 1905 Jan 25 
J Lucas, ld vy The Fabry Automobile Cold appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Warrington, dated Nov 16,1905 Feb 2 
In the Matter of Letters Patent, No 18,651 of 1899, granted to William 
Poulton and In the Matter of the Patents, Desigus and Trade Marks 
Acts, 1885 to 1888 appl of respt W Poulton from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated Jan 26,1906 Feb 5 
Attorney-Gen v North Eastern Ry Co appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Dec 6, 1905 (produce order) Feb 6 
In re T C Baring, dec Baring and anr vy Goldie and ors appl of pltffs 
from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Jan 29, 1906 Feb7 
Sewell v Wright appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Warrington, 
dated Jan 26, 1906 Feb7 
a Mayor, &c, of Hammersmith appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated Dec 19, 1905 Feb 8 
In re Roberts, dec Roberts v Roberts appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Dec 4,1905 Feb 12 
Catterson v Clark and ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
oa agg neg 19, a0 Feb 15 
re Kelsey, Woolley v Kelsey Kelsey v Kelsey applof deft fro 
order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated , fel 2, 1905 Feb 16 # 
In re J F Boswell, dec Merritt v Boswell appl of M S Emerson from 
Bas ~ = — Kekewich, dated Jan 30, 1906 Feb 16 
re ones, dec Huntley v Jones and ors appl of deft Helen Jones 
from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 7, 1905 Feb 17 
In re Mose’ Empires ld and The Mayor, &c., of West Ham and In re The 
V and P Act, 1874 appl of Moss’ Empires ld from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Jan 24,1906 Feb 20 
Combination Hubs ld v Seabrook Bros appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Jan 29, 1906 Feb 21 
In re W Temple Bourne, dec Bourne and orsv Bourne appl of Exors of 
. a » from order of Mr Justice FarwelJ, dated Nov 16, 1905 
In re Mary Gibbs, dec Clegg v Barlow appl of deft Hy Yates f, 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 25 1906 Feb a2 4 
Hudson, Scott, & Sons, ld and anr v Barrington, Wallis, & Manners, ld 
= pitfls from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 28, 1905 
The British United Shoe Machinery Co, ld v Hugh Claughton, ld appl of 
pitffs from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Jan 20, 1906 Feb 24 
In re Boothroyd, dec Salaman v Boothroyd appl of pitff from orde 
Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Feb 7, i906 The 28° a 
In re Miller, Peel, Hughes, Ratherford, & Co, solrs, and In re taxation of 
costs appl of Electric Tramways Construction and Maintenance Co ld 
from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Feb 1, 1906 Feb 28 
In A a and mp pal —- — In re The Vendor and Purchaser 
3 appl of vendors from er of Mr Justice Joyo 
og Pom March : tice Joyce, dated Dec 
v g appl of deft W J Harding King from order o 
Justice Buckley, dated Aug 5, 1905 March . ud 
In Fle Co's Acts, - to a re In re City of London Bond and 
ure Corpn appl of G C Ross from order of Mr 
Warrington, dated Feb ie 1906 March 5 a 


Whitehouse vy Hugh appl of pitff from order of Mr Justic : 
5 = Nov ~ Dr B (recurity ondered March 6 depen incmnes ney 
usson v V. appl of pitff from order of Mr J 
Feb 22, 1906 » oP P m order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 


Matthews v Wilmer appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Swinfen 
Eady, dated Dec 13, 1905 March 13 

Badische Anilin und Soda Fabrik v Isler appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated Feb 24, 1906 March 14 

The Gramophone and Typewriter ld v Ullmann appl of deft from order 
of Mr Justice Farwell, dated March 5, 1906 March 15 

In re John B'ackwell, dec Wilson Elliott v Charles appl of deft from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 26, 1906 March 15 

In re Andrews’ Patent, No. 1,661 of 1901 and In re Patents, Designs and 
Trade Marks Acts, 1883 to 1902 appl of respts, The Flour Oxidising 

Co from orderof Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 16, 1906 (produce 

order) March 17 

In re Evans’ Settlement Edmonson v Hadfield appl of pltff from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb1, 1906 March 27 

In re Gorringe, dec Gorringe and anr v Gorringe and ors appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Jan 16, 1906 March 28 

North-Eastern Marine Engineering Co ld v The Leeds Forge Co ld appl 
of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Dec 19, 1905 March 29 

RC King & Cold v King appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated March 16, 1906 March 30 

In re Schneider, dec Schneider and ors v Schneider and ors appl of pltffs 
from order of Mr Justice Warrington dated Jan 12, 1906 April 6 

The Electrical Power Storage Co ld v Patent Exploitation ld appl of defts 
rem | — of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 14, 1906 (produce order) 
Apri ; 

In 4 The Right Hon A Staveley Hill, KC,dec Noad and ors v Staveley 
Hill and ors appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
Dec 20, 1905 .May 8 

Dartford Brewery Co ld v Till & Godfrey appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Warrington, dated May 2, 1906 May 10 

Northern Press and Engineering Cold v R Hoe & Co appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated April 10, 1906 (produce order) May ll 

In re William Roe, dec Cartmale v Cartmale and ors appl of deft L Roe 
from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated March 9, 1906 May 18 

Lancaster v The Stamford, Spalding & Boston Banking Co ld appl of 
pltff from an order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated May 8, 1906 
(produce order) May 18 

Williamson & anr v Potts & anr appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Warrington, dated May 14, 1906 (produce order) May 18 

Van Laun v Scott appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Feb 27, 1906 (security ordered) May 22 

In re Budd's Settlemenf Budd v Hughes appl of pitff from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated April 11, 1906 May 23 

In re Sir Thomas Lucas, dec Lucas & ors v Lucas & ors app) of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated April 6, 1906 (produce order) 
May 23 

Phillips v Rail appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Fady, 
dated March 29, 1906 May 23 

In re Allison, dec Evans v Hall appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated May 11, 1906 May 28 

The Assets and Securities Co ld v Chapman appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Warrington, dated May 3, 1906 May 29 

The Mayor, Aldermen, and Burgesses of the Borough of Bournemouth 
and The Mayor, &c, of Poole and The Urban District Council of Brank- 
some v The Poole District Electric Traction Co ld appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 5, 1906 June l 

In re Barry’s Trusts Barry v Smart appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated March 27, 1906 (produce order) June 1 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1906. 


Lily Cox (Wife of H M Cox) v Cox and ors appl of deft H M. Cox from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 10, 1906 April 24 sofor 14 
days after Divorce proceedings 

Godden v Hythe Burial Board appl of defts from order of Mr Jus'ice 
Kekewich, dated April 30,1906 May 28 

Rechnitzer v Samuel and anr appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated May 25, 1906 (produce order) May 30 

De Burgh v Dott appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated May 
14, 1906 (produce order) May 31 

Miller v Cork appl of pltff from refusal of Mr Justice Joyce, dated May 
8, 1906 Junel 

FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER, 
(General List.) 
1906. 

In the Matter of the Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1900 and In the Matter of the 

Chancery of Lancaster Acts, 1850 to 1900 and in the Matter of the 

Accrington Gazette Co ld appl cf the Official Receiver from order of 

The Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated March 

13, 1906 March 27 - 

In the Matter of RE Fieldhouse, a Solr, & appl of R E Fieldhouse 

from order of The Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, 

dated Feb 26,1906 March 30 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor), No 250\of 1906 from a receiving order 

made by Mr Registrar Linklater dated 5th April, 1906 

In re F O Mouflet (expte the cr Aad and Commonalty and Citizens of the 
City of London), No 893 of 1905 from an order made by Mr Registrar 

Brougham, dated 25th April, 1906 
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In re F C Mouflet (expte the Mayor and Commonalty and Citizens of the 
City of London), No 893 of 1905 from an order made by Mr Registrar 
Brougham, dated 25th April, 1906 

Inre M Aron (expte The Debtor), No 1,808 0f 1904 from an order made 
by Mr Registrar Giffard, dated 23rd May, 1906 

In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor), No 6 of 1906 from an order of a 
Divisional Court (sitting in Bankruptcy), dated 21st May, 1906 

In re F Waterman (ex parte John Cran & Co), No 21 of 1905 from an 
order of a Divisional Court (sitting in Bankruptcy), dated 21st May, 1906 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 
(In Appeal Court I.) 
(Final List.) 
Wilson and ors v Grant and ors appl of pitffs from judgt of: Mr Justice 


Ridley, without a jury, Middlesex (c a v Dec 5, 1905) Heard before 
the Master of the Rolls, Romer and Mathew, L.JJ) 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1905. 

In the Matter of the Devonport Corpn Water Act, 1902, and In the 
Matter of an Arbitration between The Devonport Water Co and the 
Mayor, &c, of Devonport appl of the Devonport Water Co from 
judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Jan 24, 1905 (special case, part 

eard, remitted to abitration) Feb 1 In re an Arbitration between the 

Devonport Water Co and the Devonport Corpn appl of the Devonport 
Corpn from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Jan 24, 1905 (special 
por.) part heard Feb 2 

Chapman v Waring & Gillow 1d appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling,{dated Feb 1, 1905, with a special jury, Middlesex, and cross- 
notice by pltff, dated March 24, 1905 part heard (so) Feb 16 

Hickingbottom v O’Gram appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated March 30, 1905, without a jury, Leeds (s o for appoiutment of legal 
representative) April 7 

Rumboll v Bunting appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 11, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex (s o for appointment of 
legal representative) April 12 

London and North Western Ry Co v Jones appl of deft from judgt of 
Mr Justice Walton, dated Dec 20, 1904, without a jury, Chester (s o not 
before June 28) April 26 

Weiner v Smith and anr Same v Gill and ors appl of defts from judgt 
“ — Bray, dated April 19, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex 

y 2 
(Zo be continued.) 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Trinity Srrrines, 1906. 
Notices Retatinc To THE Cuancery Cause List. 

Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated in 
the Trinity Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Krxewicn.—Except when other business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Kekewich will sit ger the disposal of his 
lordship’s Witness List daily throughout the Sittings to the exclusion of 
other business. 

Mr. Justice Bucxtey will take his business as announced in the Trinity 
Sittings Paper. 

Mr, Justice Joyce will take his business as announced in the Trinity 
Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Swivren Eapy will take his business as announced in the 
Trinity Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Swinren Eany will take 
Liverpool and Manchester Business as follows: Summonses in Chambers, 
Motions, Short Causes, Petitions, and Adjourned Summonses on Saturdays, 
the 23rd J une, the 7th and 21st July, and the 4th August. 

Mr. Justice Wannincron.—Except when other business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Warrington will sit for the disposa1 of 
his lordship’s Witness List daily throughout the sittings. 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice Buckiry, 
Me. Justice Joyce, and Mr. Justice Swivren Eany will sit in court every 
Monday during the sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 

. Summonses Adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be 
eard by Mr. Justice Buckiny, Mr. Justice Joyce, and Mr. Justice 
Swinren Eapy, 


SrectaL Notice wirn Rererence to tar Caancery Wrrvess Lists. 
During the Trinity Sittings the judges will sit for the disposal of 
Witness Actions as follows: . ities , 
= Justice Kexewicn will take his Witness List as announced above. 
- Justice Warrinoron will take his Witness List as announced above. 
Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to 2nd June, 1906.) 
Before Mr. Justice Kexewicn. In re New Zealand Midland Ry Co 
tained by Non-Witness Business adjd sumns 
Adjourned Summonses. otions. 
wa Waterhouse Fowler v | Stanley v Gaff motn 
aterhouse adjd sumns pthd | Shrewsbury v Shrewsbury motn 





Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Jones v Robinson act 
Champion v Olivera ld act 
Platts v Stockdale act 
Buchler v Inch act 
Parker v Parker act 
Leake v Wurtemberger act 
In re Transvaal Estates and 
Development Co v Morgan act 
Walter v Webb act and counter- 


claim 

In re Alexander Baily, dec Bail 
v Butcher act (so till July 2) 

In re Hodgson Pattinson v Foster 
act and m f j 

Milner’s Safe Co 1d v Great Northern 
and City Railway Co act and 
counterclaim 

Thomas-Stanford v Boyton act 

In re Sellar Sellar v Pugh Pugh 
v O’Shaughnessy act (8 o 
Michaelmas) 

Smith v Thomson act 

Rumsey v May act 

Frangopulo v Frangopulo act 
(stayed until filing of depositions) 

Smith Bros & Eastwood v Lupton 
act 

Calipe v Dettmer act 

Davey v Lanstoa Monotype Corpn 
ld act 

Maguire v Leigh on Sea Urban 
District Council act 

The Panama Hat Co ldv The Native 
Panama Cold act 

Leav Bettinson act 

Garon v Coles act 

Warrington v Leek United Per- 
manent Benefit Bldg Soc act 

Burn v Negus act 

Gloyne v Knight act and counter- 
claim (s 0) 

Robbins v Bartlett, Hooper & Co 


act 

F H Lovell & Co v J Sherwood & 
Son act (July 2) 

Blake v Smither act 

The Shaftesbury Art Gallery ld v 
Wright act 

In re Andrews, dec Born v Born 
act (without pleadings) 

Mear v Johnston act 

London News Agency v Hewitt & 
Son act 

Liebmann v Liebmann act and 
coun i 

Maywood v White act 

Heath v Chinn act 

Hart v Weston act 

Calipe v Truche act 

Evans-Thomas v Corporation of 
Neath act 

Slaney v Duckworth act 

In re Frederick Pearson’s istered 
Designs and In re the tent, 
Designs and Trade Marks Act, 
1883 to 1888 motion to rectify 
register Pearson v Morris, 
Wilkinson & Co act 

Hayne v Lowinsky act andm fj 

Albany Manufacturing Co ld v 
Dixi Motors ld act 





Before Mr. Justice Farwst. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Leslie v Leslie act (s 0) 

In re Ballinger, dec Tomkins v 
Ballinger act (not before July 16) 

De Witt v Jerrard act 

Williamson v Dunbar act and 
counterclaim (8 0) 

Powell v Newman act 

Mills v Orpwood act 

In re the Application of the 
Capsuloid Co ld for the Registra- 
tion of a Trade Mark, No 276,531 
“Tablones, They remove the 
Cause,”” and In re the PD & 
TM Acts mtn 

Woolmer v Young act 

Barrett Lennard v Newton act and 
counterclaim (so for 7 
after filing answers to interries) 





Latham v Leaver act (restored) 
In re Aylesbury, dec Haines v 
Colman act and motn 
vate hme act 
Pennington v Cayley act andmfj 
McKellar v McKellar act 
Newton v Huggins & Cold act 
Thomas Bradford & Cov J Linton 
&Cold act and counterclaim 
Gates v Beard act 
Dorrell v Dixon act 
The Bodega Co ld v Gadsden act 
Potts v Hancock act 
Clements v David act - 
J B Brooks & Co ld v Rendall, 
Underwood, & Co ld act 
Wilmslow U D C v Sidebottom 


act 
Seton Chisholm v Fowler act 
Synge v Carr act 
In re Thomas Roberts v Hankins 
act 
Brown v Mutual Reserve Life Insce 


Co act 

Tn re Edward Petty, dec Petty v 
Petty act 

Pearson v Marsden act 

Gray v Hawley act 





Before Mr. Justice Bucktey. 
Further Considerations. 

In re John Cawkwell, dec Town- 
send v Nall & Davies fur con 
In re Charles Jack, dec Jack v 

Jack furcon 
In re Georg Friederich Kupfer 
Bond v Utter fur con 


Causes for Trial Without Wit- 
nesses and Adjouraed Summonses. 
The Bombay, Baroda and Central 
India Ry v The Secretary of State 
for India in Council act (so to 
fix a day) 

In re The Farncombe Paper Co ld 
Combe v The Company adjd 


sumns 
In re F Hodges’ Settlement Maude 
and anr v Hodges and ors act 
In re an Agreement between A 
Harvey and anr In re Harvey 
dec Harvey v Harvey adjd 


sumns 
In re The Prince of Wurtem 
Hart Davis v Francis adj 


sumns 

In re Wall, dec Wall v Wall 
adjd sumns 

In re Wild, dec Harrison v Wild 
adjd sumns 

In re More, a Solicitor, &c., and In 
re Taxation of Costs adjd sumus 

In re Edmund Noakes, dec Noakes 
v Noakes adjd sumns 

In re Harris Lewis v Steele adjd 


sumns 
Halkett v Earl Dudley adjdsumns 
In re R H Clarke’s Estate Thomp- 
son v Cartenand ors adjdsumns 
In re Salvin’s_ Settlement 
Marshall v Wolseley adjdsumns 
The Lord Mayor, Aldermen and 


aoe of the City of Bristol v 

W D Canning ints of law 

London Trust oo ta v National 

osives Cold adjd sumns 
Wood v Vanderpump adjd sumns 
In re West, dec West v Thompson 
d sumns 

In re Moss Isaacs, dec Cochrane 
vIsaacs adjd sumns 

In re H W Pleasants, dec and In re 
S L Acts, 1882 to 1890 Pleasants 
v Pleasants adjd sumns 

In re Sir J J , deo Trotter v 
Chalk adjd sumns 

Adler v Deutsh Schlesinger pro- 
cedure sumns 

Bourn v Salmon & Gluokstein 1d 


adjd sumns 
In re John Boxall, dec Hodges ¥ 
Weller adjd sumns 
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In_ re _ Borrowdale’s Settlement 
Chisam v Franks adjd sumns 
Inre Adams,dec Besley vThomasin | 

Pho: sumns 
In re Marquis of Huntly’s Settle. | 
ment and In re The Conveyancing | 
Act, 1881 adjd sumns 
In re Abraham Pecton, dec Pecton | 
v Newby adjd sumns 


pg (Winding-up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Petitions. 
Thomas Salt & Co, ld (petn of CH 
Watson—s o from April 10 to 
June 19) 
McMurray’s Royal Paper Mills ld 
(petn of Walter Guthrie and Co— 
8 0 from April 25 to June 16—to 
be heard by Mr Justice Warring- 


ton) 

Appankran Consolidated Mines 1d 
(petn of West African Union 
Mines ld—s o from May 15 to 
June 19) 

West African Saw Mills ld (petn of 
C Rowley—s o from May 29 to 
June 13) 

Beves & Owen ld (petn of R Thorne 
& Sons ld—s o from May 29 to 
June 13) 

~_ Club Co ld (petn of Fitzgerald 


Co) 

Rapid Road Transit Co 1d (petn of 
AE Hine) 

Mrs Pomeroy ld (petn of Associated 
Newspapers 1d) 

Lacoste & Battmann ld (petn of 
Motor Car Emporium 1d) 

London & Southern Counties Invest - 
ment, Advance and Discount Co 
ld (petn of W Pope) 


Chancery Division. 
Petition (for Reduction of Capital) 
a Companies Acts, 1867 and 
Monmouthshire Steel and Tinplate 
Co ld and reduced 
Train and General Heating Co ld 
and reduced 


Petition under Companies (Memor- 
andum of Association) Act, 1890 
Vickers, Sons & Maxim ld 


Companies (Winding up). 
Motions. 

Hey Spinning Co ld (for injunction 
restraining sale—s o from March 
13 to June 13) 

Mayfair Printing and Publishing 
Co ld (for leave to issue writ of 
attachment—ordered to stand 
over generally on April 3, 1906) 


Court Summonses. 

Syria Ottoman Railway Co ld (as to 
proofs of debt of W Parker— 
ordered to stand over on Jan 11, 
1906, to be tried with certain 
actions before Mr Justice Farwell) 

Nelson & Uo ld (as to claims— 
ordered to s o generally on March 
28, 1906) 

Strand Wood Co ld (on liquidator’s 
remuneration— with witnesses) 
African Farms ld (as toH T Under- 
wood’s Debenture) Same (as to 
Keeble Bros ld Debenture—con- 
solidated by order of May 29, 

1906—with witnesses) 

Petroleum il Trust 1d (for removal 
of liquidator—with witnesses) 


Before Mr Justice Joyce. 
Causes for Trial Without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
In ‘hemes chen dec Bolton v 


d sumns 
In re Weller Baird y Powell adjd 








In re Thomas Salt & Co Venner v 
The Company adjd sumns 

London and Westminster Bank v 
Kinnaird adjd sumns 

In re Birks, dec Stallam v Collier 
adjd sumns with wits (June 19) 

General Petroleum Co v Burnip & 
Macdougall adjd sumns 

In re Springfield Chamberlin v 
Chamberlin adjd sumns 

Barkworth v,Barkworth adjdsumns 

In re Steiger, dec Marmor ld v 
Gunn adjd 

In re James Slater, dec Slater v 
Slater adjd sumns 

In re Clowes, dec Booth v Bourne 
adjd sumns 

In re Boden Boden v Boden adjd 
sumns 

In re Leclere’s Settlement Leclere 
vNye adjd sumns 

In re Cowell Cowell v Evans adid 
sumns 

In re Jarmy Jarmy v Mickleburgh 
adjd sumns 

In re Gaskell’s Settlement Terrell 
v Terrell adjd sumns 

In re Marquis of Anglesey’s Settle- 
ment Anglesey v Duke of Rich- 
mond adjd sumns 

In re Millard Williams v Millard 
adjd sumns 

In' re Hanbury Cominskey v 
Bowring-Hanbury adjd sumns 


In re Imray’s Trust Imray v 
Spencer adjd sumns 
In re C Horner, dec Ohlsson v 


Hornor adjd sumns 

In re Preston, dec 
Preston adjd sumns 

Inre Delaforce Delaforce v Wright 
adjd sumns 

In re Benjamin Webb, dec In re 
Sir Thomas White, dec Price v 
White adjd sumns 

In re Walter Webb & Co, solrs 
adjd sumns 

In re Horniman, dec 
Horniman adjd sumns 

In re Webb Brown v Hall adjd 
sumns 

In re George Fisher, dec Harthill 
v Fisher adjd sumns 

In re Hills Hills v Hills adjd 
sumns 

In re Allnutt, dec 
Sowman adjd sumns 

In re Pidcock Penny v Pidcock 
- sumns with witnesses (June 
6 


) 

In re Nicholson Mead v Nicholson 
adjd sumns 

In re Moss Isaacs, dec Isaacs v 
Cochrane adjd sumns 

In re Walter Evans, dec Jones v 
Evans adjd sumns 

In re Campbell, dec Matheson & 
Cov Campbell adjd sumns with 
witnesses In re an Arbitration 
between Riiffer and Riiffer and 
anr special case 

In re Horton, Infants and In re 
Guardianship of Infants Act 
adjd sumns with wits (June 22) 

In re C F Grunhold, dec Morgen- 
stern v Grunhold adjd sumns 

In re Jackson, dec Jackson v Ward 
adjd sumns 

In re Dally, dec 
adjd sumns 

Frampton v Peel act 

Pritchard v Shearm m fj 

In re Hooper & Co Wilson v The 
Company mfj 

Montagu v Le Bas mf j 

urther Consideration. 

In re Sarah Partington Allen v 

Halsall fur con 


Preston v 


Jones v 


Allnutt v 


Dolly v Mole 





Before Mr. Justice Swixren Eapy. 
Further Considerations. 
In re John Wallis Frampton v 
Wallis fur con 








In re Bostock, dec Bostock v Rouse 
fur con 

In re Battrum, dec Heald v Ives 
fur con 

Phillips v Seaborne fur con 


Causes for Trial Without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
Willoughby v Paulet adjd sumns 
In re Alfred Fenton, dec Fenton v 
Fenton adjd sumns (restored) 
(not before June 13) 

In re William Hodges Inre H A 
Clark Clark v Johnson adjd 


sums 

In re J J E Hall, dec Hall v Cook 
adjd sumns 

Macdonald v Bennett adjd sumns 

Inre Terrell & Varley, Solors adjd 
sumns 

In re E Steer, dec Badger v Strat- 
ton adjd sumns 

In re the Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1900, 
and the London Electrobus Co, ld 
adjd sumns 





Before Mr. Justice WARRINGTON. 
Companies (Winding up). 
McMurray’s Royal Paper Mills ld 
petn of Walter Guthrie & Co. 

(fixed for June 16) 


Chancery Division. 
Motion. 
Hodgson v Thomas 


Cause for Trial (with Witnesses). 
(For Mr. Justice Farwett.) 
Lewis v Sandow ld and Eugene 
Sandow act and counterclaim 

pt hd (s o to July 2) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

In re Letters Patent No 14,006 of 
1903, granted toJ N Alsop, and 
The Patents, &c Acts petn for 
revocation (s o until after Comp- 
troller’s decision) 

Attwood v L W Carden & Cold act 


Seymour v Smith act 

Barr v Waters act 

In re 8 Underhill, dec and Inge 
Moss Settlement Moss and orgs 
v James and ors act 

The Apollinaris Co ld and 
Gessellscaft id, &e v Duckworth 
act 

Koko Maricopas ld and anr v Koko 
forthe Hair (Foreign aud Colonial) 
and anr act 

In re Bayer's Registered Design, 
No 454,848 and In re The Patents, 
Designs, and Trade Marks A 
1883 to 1902 petn for rectifica. 
tion 

Skelton v Smith and Darling act 
(s o for examination of witnesses) 

Mouchel and anr v Coignel and org 
act (for June 25, subject to a 


pt hd) 

The Peakhill Goldfield ld v GD 
Simpson and ors act 

Inre W Law, dec Law and anry 
Whitham and anr act 

McKnight and ors v G Jones & Song 
ld act 

Kimell v Cotton act 

Rands and anr v Fryer act 

Fletcher v Stafford act 

Peel v London and North Western 
Ry Co and ors act 

Doughty v Burniston act 

Charlton v Charlton act 

The Mayor, Aldermen, and 
Burgesses of the Borongh of 
Worthing v Heather and ors act 

Moneyweight Advertising Co (1905) 
ld and anr v Hunt andors act 
and m f j 

Sandonsld v Duveen act (fixed for 
June 18, subject to a pt hd) 

Emerson v Hooley act 

Sealv Hart act 

Batten Pool v Kennedy and ors act 

Ankerson v Connelly act 

| Reesand ors v Owen act 

Burt v Coatesand wife act 














Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, June 8, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LuwiTep 1n pnd 


Companres Corporation, Liuarrep—Petn for 
& Co, Gresham house, Ol) 
the above-named not ee ‘than . ‘o’clock in the afternoon of 


heard June 19. Morle 


of appearing must 
June 18 


ted June 6, directed to be 
» solors for . - Notice 


GatssporouGH Unitep Steam Packet Co, Limitep—Creditors are ental, on or before 


on 21, to send their names and addr 


esses, 


the particulars of their debts or claims, 


alter George Hall, Victoria chmbrs, Bowlalley In, Kingston upon Hull 
een Seniomer Co, Loarep (in Vo._unTary Cnetenannaes oteeeiens are re- 
uired, on or before July 14, to send their names and addresses, and the 


their debts or claims, to 


particulars of 
to William Scott Merry weather, Central bldgs, Church st, West 


Hartlepool. Turnbull & Tilly, West Hartlepool, solors for liquidator 
Loxpoy Coxiseum, Limitep (1x Liquipation)— —Creditors are required, on or before July 


21, to 
Richard Henry Gillespie, 29a, Charing 
solors for liquidators 


Parent Speiuxa Boor Tazz Syxvicatz, Limirep—Creditors are 


Jul to send their names 
Say, Se John Marriage, 24, Coleman st. 
 R. for liquidator 


their names and addresses, and the 


ulars of their debts or claims, to 
Smith & Co, John st, Bedford row, 


o~ 3 -y = or before 
and particulars eir debts or claims, 
Dollman & Pritchard, King st, Cheapside, 


London Gasette.—Tuxspay, June 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lawirep 1x CHANCERY. 
Butrerxsow.e Cotiiery Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 3, Ss 


send their names 


jculars of their claims or debts, to 


resses, and 
McBain, Middlesbrough. “wi J&HC 3 Woeoas Barnard Castle, solors for li aidator 


Furst & Sows, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jul 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 


31, to send their names 
omas Rawlins, 45, King 


William st. venue cae & Gardner, 8t Helen’s pl, solors for liquidator 


Patagonian SynpicaTE, vegan wee hy are req 
and the particulars of their debte or claims, to Fair- 


Tre.oxx Brick anp Cutwa CLay Co, me agent nga ma are 
dresses, an 


bames 
weather, 3, Princes st 


June 23, to send their names and a! 
to Adolphus Philp, 7, Prince's st, Truro 


,»on or before Au 1, to send 


uired, on or = 
particufirs of debts or claims, 
—— ‘Truro, =: for liquidator 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Tunspay, June 5. 


Tomy Eowasp, Hawkhurst, Kent, Doctor 


Howlett, 


of Medicine July 5 Oliver y Hoar, Farwell, 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gasette.—Tuzspay, June 5, 
ADJUDICATIONS, 
on 


(aauxuix, James AnoniBatD, Delce, Rochester, 
Sa ey, pe ta 
CompincLeY, Fiats. 
Cupredford P et May 8 Ord June 1 
rasan, pina A 


Maker 
Lanes, Collier Wigan 


Witu1an, lod, Montgomery, Hotel K r 
Btwtown Pet May 14” Ord = : pes 
Husnis, CHARLES Henry, Wimbledon, Jobmaster Kingston, 


Pet Pet May 31 

swear, Hewingley Leeds Leeds Pet May 30 
y 

Brg, Dacnen, Costio Bien. Durham, Draper Sunderland 


Pet May 30 Ord May 30 
wed Tuomas Hupsom, Seaton Carew, Plumber Sunder- 


ag: Ae ta | gi Essex, Stock Broker 
yes, 
teins mi ‘Pot Masch'16 Oni May 31 
CuarRtes A.pnevs, Wolverhampton, Grocer 
PP avchemyen Pet May 31 Ord May 31 
Rwsarps, Davip Danie., Swansea, Accountant Swansea 
Pet June 1 Ord Junel 
Suutaker, Hersert Joun Tarior, and Taomas Henry 
SHILLAKER, Pon! . Grocers Wakefield Pet May 
$1 Ord May 31 
os Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet May 30 
SoceetT, Dx 's Lynn, Merchant King’s L: Pet 
a Ag ord May a” Mon, Outfitter seid Pet 
Sue: OSEPH, on, Ow 
Msy'30 Ord May 30” 


Tavs.ow, ee ee Mey hh On Gosport, Bast, Carpenter Ports- 


ma a ARTsUR Tanee, You cooky emt, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Frome Pet May31 Ord May 81 
Amended notice substituted for publi im the 
London Gazette of March 238 


Towssexp, Grorcz Ricuarp, Barnes, Builder Wands- 
worth Pet Feb 14 Ord March 12 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
CavgcHwaRD, ALBERT, South Norwood Croydon Adjud 
Aug 22, 1905 Annul May 22 
pe Wiz, Louisa Frerpinaxpa, Sedbergh, Zoe, Trans- 
lator Kendal Adjud March 14 Annul May 22 
Pu, Sone, Penley, Flint, Wrexham Adjud 


905 Annul May 23 


London Gasette.—Frivay, June 8, 
G ORD 


RECEIVIN' 
Avsxaxpzz, G, Central Meat Market, Smithfield High 
Aus ba —g | aa ao Hirst Courtney, ks, 
uk, THOMAS GRAINGER, Yor! 
Licensed Victualler York’ PetJaneé Ord June 6 
Aspex, Hexry, St Thomas, Exeter, Contractor Exeter 
a Ord May 30 
Berrayy, WALTER Prare, Queen Victoria st, Journalist 
High Court Pet Mayli Ord June5d 
Boutox, Jonx Roperts, Newcastleson Tyne, W: 
man Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 19 Ord June 6 
Brows, Frepgricxk WALTER, Bermon 77 = —_ Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet June 5 
meee Co, J, Leeds, Printers Leeds Pet May 18 Ord 


eT ong Wituram Water, Pervich, Fruit Merchant 
Norwich Pet June 2 Ord June 
Cawrgraw, GzoreE, Zita, Waketed, Herring Curer 
Wakoteld Pet ‘y+ Ord June w 
» WILLIAM FREDERICK, Sparkhill, ‘orcester, 
ham Pet ii 81 Rint A. 
al Ord June ~ s 


June6 Ord Juneé 


Eauzs, Jonx, Shop Isaf, Groeslon, Lilandwrog, Carnarvon, 
Grocer Bangor Pet June 6 Ord June 6 


Goss, spopeeece: Lanentngwen, Baker Warwick Pet June 
une 


Agent No Pet June 1 
Garex, Cuantes Henseat, Fincham, Norfolk, Buteher 
King’s Pet June5 Ord Juned 


is, WitLiam, Caerau, nr Bridgend, Haulier Cardiff 
Pet June6 Ord June 6 

sail Sure Crawrurp, Chesholm rd, Stoke Newington 
Tamns, 





Court PetJune6 Ord June 6 
WARD GEORGE, 5 a Hereford, Grocer Hereford 
Junel Ord June 
Jexxins, Janes, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Iron- 
Court Pet June5 Ord June 5 
nor Neath, Glam, Farmer 
von Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Lostone, Ricaanp THomas, Queen’s cres, Haverstock Hill, 
Draper High Court Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Owaus, Evay, Brithdir, Glam, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 
ake imne o Horton's Wood Wellington, Salop, 
MUBL, ’s Wood, or 
r Madeley Pet June2 Ord June 
Paor, Wiutiam, Leamington, Warwick, Butcher Warwick 
Pet June6 Ord June 6 
Jamzs wy 2 ow Speed, Glos, Pawnbroker 
une 


ll. pone be a 
"ier Tydfil, aye Sas Mathyr Tyail Pet 


Ord June 
2 Lavwano Joatri, Nottingham, , Auctioneer Notting- 


- on, Parkrest Farm, or Newcastle mais, 
fa » Labourer Carmarthen Pet June 3 


Riouanps, Taouas 's inp, Strand, 
Bolicitor High Court P ey es Ord June 5 


Ritzer, W. Ra * 

broker Pet June  ~ e ~_ 
Ros: H J, Waterloo, Lancs, Tobacco Dealer Liverpool 
Roacess, Mark, Ledbury, Hereford, Grocer 


Pet 5 '$ ‘Ord June 
8 Woresster Pet May 31 Ord May 31 v 
ALT WRENCE, Brompton, Licensed Victualler 
Rochester. Pet June2 Ord June 2 
SHUTTLEWORTH _—, Bradford, Painter Bradford Pet 
So: June, Ook Seno d Green lanes, Commercial Traveller High 
LOMONS, 
i FetJuneé | Ont Ord June 6 
VENS, CHARLES ) Homer, Black- 
smith Chelmsford Pet Pet June5 Ord 
Vernet, Frawx Epwaszp, Handsworth, Manchester Ware- 
houseman Pet June 2 Ord June 2 
Wuorey, Witu1am Joun Bexx, 
plement Agent Mad Pet June 2 Ord Juve 2 
Weaieut, Cuanv8s, Colchester, ive Society’s Sales- 
man Colchester Pet May 18 Ord May 30 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ee Market, Smithfield June 19 
pa... St Thomas, Exeter a J 18 at 
EN RY, une 18 at 
11’ Off Ree, 9, Bedford kxeter 
Breer. aon Pratt, Queen Victoria st, Journalist 
une 22 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Botox, Joun Roserts, Newcastle on Tyne, W: 
June 18 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 

Brown, Frepericx hfe Bermondsey sq, Label ee 
facturer June 19 at bidge, Carey 

Bouutragp, WiLLiaM Wosen N yt 
June 18 at 12.30 Sr S Eas S. Norwich 

Cawrtuaaw, Georce, Wakefield, Curer June 20 at 
12 Off Ree, 6, Bond ter, W: 

Croox, or, Wisin, ioe im Make a Bal Lanes, Collier June 

Seen, Tuomas CARPENTER, Welnesficld, nr Wolver- 

Lock Manufacturer June 21 at u Off Rec, 

Wolverham: 


— y ~-— y R st, Merchant June 18 at 
Fens, WILLIAM eon Beth Gonske Lighthouse, ur a 
head, Lighthouse — June 18ati2 Cryptchmbrs, 


row, 
Goss, Frepericx, Warwick, Baker June 18 

at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, st, Coventry 
Harris, J Haxcovst, uden rd, Clapham, Civil 
i June 18 at 12 132, York rd, Westminster 


Horaiss, Haxar, Dag pie tn fe ee + Dealer June 
Glate Bes, Disha, Dra 
Hoyt, Georee, Castle June 19 at 
3° Off Rec, 3, 4 get 


JonzEs, Honwor a Stberille rd, 
Common, Wine Merchant ‘Sune 18 at 12.30 132, 
rd, Westminster Bridge 

Lag, 'Witt1am, Doncaster, Tobacconist June 21 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Lewis, CuaRLes an. ta June 

Sen int te Twyford, Bucks, Schoolmaster 
KEB, SAMUEL Hawks, 
June 16 at 12 1. St Aldate’s, Oxford 

pat L100 i York a peg Kew Gardens June 


132, York rd, Westminster 
Proxert, Exiza, Leicester, Tobacconist June 18 at12 Off 
> Leicester 
Rexp, Epwarp, Ty ~— June 20 at 
2 Of Reo, 4 and 6, V West st, Boston 
Bezs, Daviv, Newcastle Labourer 
gtune 16 at 12.15 Off Rec, 4, st, Carmarthen 
Ress, Tomas Jouy. x. Taibach, Port ort Talbot, Glam, Grocer 
Rr vone 3 wo inn, Strand, 
CHARDS, THOMAS NTAGUB, 8 
Solicitor June 21 at 12 y bldgs, Carey st 


Rosins, Joun James » Builder 
June 19 at 12.30 132, Yorkrd, Westminster 
Row ines, CHRISTOPHER, Baker June 18 at ll 
Off Rec, 6, Atheageum ter, Plymouth 
— Lisensed Victualler 
Szety, Joun Ricnarp Pra 


Pairs, Tle Hil come, Solicitor 
June 20 at 11 


Hensert Joan 1 Wf, {—_ Henry 
Sariaker, Pontefract, Grocers June 20 at 11 Off 
wy wey Waketiel 

Smrra, Epwin Ricuarpsox, Stockwell rd, Agent June 20 


at 12 Renkregene Ul, ow 
— <--> June 18 at 11.30 Off 
Tarior, Grorer, mau pe Baker Pet June 19 
at 2 .36, Princes st, 
Tavern Fiat one, Oe. Grocer June 21 at 12 
Taaks, Gronge Wi .iam, Seven rd, Tottenham, 
Boot Dealer June 19at12 14 Bedford row 
Wuorey, Wituan —_ Benn Bridgnorth, Agricul- 
tural t Agent June 16 at 10.30 a 
ve ane Uplands, Swansea, Coal Merchant June 
li 30 of Reo, 31, Alexandra iyaten Swansea 
“toemeed Victualler Nae o's at 3 "135, Hen st, 


ie & Sone, ‘est Smithfield, Provision 

Merchants — 21 it Be ‘Deakrup bidgs, Carey st 

We WIitiiam, June 22 

ror, Quant, non Court ater Co-operative Society's Sales- 

Mg gg 
- jouN 

w June 18 ati 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arrzex, Maarm, Scuthwark st, Southwark, Leather 


une 18at11 115, 





LE 








Merchant High Court Pet April20 Ord June 5 


Amster, Tuomas Gran 

Licensed Victualler York Jet Jone Ord Sune 

Axgvex, Henny, Saint Thomas, Exeter, 
Pet May 30 Ord 30 

Bewsgy, Unag_es, and Epwin Parry, Degttent, General 
Salesmen Greenwich Pet May 11 Ord June5 

Borsey, Josera Atxixs, Grove Park, Chiswick Brentford 
Pet April 18 Ord June 2 

Dore isan, ote, Tidworth, Hants Salisbury Pet 


Norwich Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Boenetrt, Ricuaap rate, See High Court 


Pet April4 Ord J 
“Wak Lee Proprietor 


Cawruraw, Gzorce, W: 
Wakefield Pet June 2 Ord 

Cuxsincuam, Rosest, and Hexry Woopreas Sarr, Fleet, 
Southempton, Contractors Guildford Pet May 10 


1 
pom, Groner, Swindon, Fishmonger Swindon Pet 
une 


Goi oon 1 ne ong? r= 5 Commission 
LD! TLLIAM RG * 
oon N Pet June 1 Norfai, 
sLynn PetJuneS Ord June 
Gairritas, Davin Lewis, West Ead “4 Kilbarn High 
Court Pet A; 


pril 24 Ord June 2 
—— Witu1am, Caerau, nr Bridgend, Haulier Cardiff 


6 Ord June 6 
one rd, Earls Court, Dressmaker 
Court Pet be Ord June 1 ‘ 
ouk Faascis CRawFuspD | Stoke Newington 
Court Pet Juneé Ord June 6 
James, mranm Goenam, Rem, Seatest, Gevesr Hereford 
Pet June1 Ord Junel 
Jenxixs, James, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd's Bush, Iron- 
monger Court PetJune5 Ord June 5 
Jenkins, Joun. am, & Neath, Giam, Farmer 
Aberavon Pet June 2 June 2 
Kovarsxi, Morris Jacos, Cambridge rd, Bethnal Green. 
Boot Manufacturer High Court Pet May 9 Ord 
‘une 6 
Lockxuarr, Watters Jous, Lincola rd, East Finchley, 
Barnet Pet April 25 Ord May 29 # 
et, Sa. Grocer Birming- 
ham aS Ord May 31 ; 
Morzis, James Wit¥sep, Duke st, Manchester sq, Antique 
Dealer High Court Pet May 10 Ord June 6 
Norris, Josera, and Srerszx Noxaris, Dover, Coach 
Builders Canterbury Pet May 18 Ord June 1 
Ores, Jouy, ze In, Solicitor High 
Pet March 19 


Ord yf 
Owens, Evax, Brithdir, Glam, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 


June? Ord June 2 
ig a Leamington, Warwick, Butcher Warwick 
ane6é Ord June 6 
mE Janes Hixsay G1 ve Pes, an Pawnbroker 


G “ 
ee ty 


Cuaries ALBERT WILLOUG Farm, 
Merthyr Tydtil, Farm Bailiff “Merthyr T Pet 


Resp, Leonanp Joseru, Nottingham, Auctioneer Not- 
Pet Junel Ord June 1 


Ress, Daviv, Parkrest Fusm, ux Mowsnstle Emlyn, Car- 
omen, Lae Carmarthen Pet June 2 Oni 


Jane 
LEY, Waurs engee. Rawtenstall, Lancs, S:ock- 
-_ Rochdale et June 1 Ord Janel : 
Rosiys, Joan James Farnham, Builder Guildford 
Pet May 29 Ord June 2 
Roosrs, James Marx, Lower Croas, ye Hereford, 
Worcester Pet May 31 Ord May 3) 


Grocer 

Sat, Lawnexcs, Brompton, Kent, Victualler 
Rochester Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Berty, Joux Richasp Paarr Tulse Hill, 
Solicitor High Court Pet Ma Ord Stuns? 

Suurtriewouts, Ciara, Bradford, Bradford Pet 
June2 Ord June 2 


Suirs, Epwix Ricuaspsox, ogee rd, Agent High 
Court Pet May ai Ord J — 
c ALTE oun 
Ore yheclwright id ‘Pot June 3” Ord June 5 


, Ww J Bex, 
‘abe mann & eiyhos ~)—y; ‘Settune' 
Wriuiams, Henay Caaazes, ur a 
‘Glam, + Vievualier typridd Pet Any 33 
une 6 
Wiiuiams, Groace Sean ‘Ora June eieahamgien, Builder 
Dudley Pet April 23 oe ‘ 
Wuson, ety’ Exwarp, bet, M High 
Court et March 8) ‘Ord June 2 
an o- those peas in the 


nom, Groras Sark oa “Herelord, Coal fnocaen 


wine ~y 
27 Ord May 





ingston upon 
ae Sypney, Plymoudh 


8 
Joux Cu _— agEeepRTN Leeds 
Baaxer, Joun at Ord. 7 
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Ciayton, Cuartrs Frepeaicx, Barnsley, Yorks, Baker 
Barnsley PetJune8 Ord June 8 
Core, Henny, Evesham, Worcester, Seedsman Worcester 
Pet June7 Ord June7 
Crovuca, ——s. Hockley, a, Builder Bir- 
mingham Pet May17 Ord Jun 
Danxsy, Joux, Gt Driffield, Tenentnger Kingston upon 
Hull Pet June9 Ord June 9 
Dixon, James H, South Luffenham, Rutland, Contractor 
Leicester Pet May 25 Ord June 8 
ee, Witu1am, Tonypandy, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
et June 7 Ord June 7 
sree Hanzowp, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet May3 Ord June8 
Gamsiinc, Ropsert, Chichester, Saddler Brighton Pet 
June7 Ord June 7 
Graves, Herpert, —— Hereford, Grocer Worcester 
Pet June6 Ord June 6 
Harris, Ricnarp Tromas, Seven Sisters rd, suas 
Maker High Court Pet June9 Ord June 9 
Hencaes, Josern Breepon, Worcester, Builder Worcester 
et June 8 Ord June 8 
Howett, Jonn Wit11am, Grays, Essex, Commercial Clerk 
Chelmsford PetJune7 Urd June7 
Jacosson, Racuet, Birmingham, Tobacco Dealer Birming- 
ham Pet May 24 Ord June 8 
— Watres, Knaresborough, Motor Engineer York 
ot deme 8 Qrd June8 
salabeae F Kerra, Southsea, Hants, Dramatic Author 
Portsmouth Pet May 23 Ord June 7 
Morris, Waiter Henry, Madeley, Salop, Innkeeper 
Madeley Pet June8 Ord June 8 
Neat, Jouxn Freycn, Harpenden, Hertford, Brick 
aero Traveller §8t Albans Pet May5 Oud 
une 
Net, Jonx Frepericx, Pembroke, Licensed Victualler 
Pembroke Dock Pet June7 Ord June 7 
Nixon, Exocn Travis, and Freperick Taomas Jonszs, 
anley, Earthenware Monufacturers Hanley Pet 
May 2 Ord June 8 
Pegarson, Louis Tom, Halifax, Confectioner Halifax Pet 
June7 Ord June7 
Saerragp, WILLIAM, ee, Essex Chelmsford Pet 
Juneé Ord June 6 
Suurrteworts, Samvuer, Skipton, Yorks, ne Over- 
looker Bradford Pet June8 Ord June 8 
Sranton, Taomas, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet June 9 
Ord June 9 
Sreav, Georce Hersert, Bradford, Bookkeeper Bradford 
Pet Jane7 Ord June7 
Taytor, Ricuarp Arrsur, Leicester, Advertising Agent 
Leicester Pet June 7 Ord June7 
Taytor, WitL1am WALLacE, and Tuomas paaees, Rugby, 
ors Coventry Pet June7 Ord June 
Unpgerwoop, Karz, Newtown, Liphook, Hants, Draper 
Portemouth Pet June7 Ord June7 
Wueater, Artaur Wit11am, Boston, Lincs, Wholesale 
Stationer Boston Vet June7 Ord June7 
Wairaker, Curistorxzer Epwarp, Saltburn by the Sea, 
York Stockton on Tees Pet June7 Ord June7 
Woo ensenre, Samvet, Darnley 1d, Hackney, Boot Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet May17 Ord June7 
wee, James Joszers, Derby Derby Pet June7 Ord 
une 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Amster, Tuomas Geaixcer, Hirst Courtney, mr Selby, 
Yorks, Licensed banc npr me une 20at3 Off Rec, The 
Bed House, Duncombe pl, Y 

Arxinson, AnTHUR Herbert Kingston upon Hull, Builder 
June 20atii Off Rec, ‘Trinity House In, Hul 

Bares, Joun Cuarves, Leeds, Consulting Engineer June 
20 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Buvck, areas. Ludlow, Salop, Ironmonger June 20 at 
2.30 Offa st, Hereford 

Bowes, wher James, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler June 
21 at 11.39 Off , Figtree In, Sheffield 

a oe Fraxx C D Littlehampton June 28 at 10.45 Off 

Pavilion bidgs, I Brighton 

Bucuax, + eater Leeds, Commercial Traveller June 20 at 
11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Campion, Cuarnies Wiiiiam, Southend on Sea, Plumber 
June 2at3 14, Bedford row 

Corz, Hexry, Evesham, Worcester, Seedsman ‘June 21 at 
10.30 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

pe Mev_Lemerstee, L, nt James’s pl June 22at1 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey 

Dowssz, Gronraz, Swinton, Wilts, alg mem aa June 20 at 
1.30 Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindo: 

tig Wim, "Ton y, Glam. * Collier “2 une 22 at 12 

st, yr Tydfil 


eae BERT, Chichester, Saddler June 28 at 10,30 
Rec, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Graves, wa Onn, Colw: » Hereford. Grocer June 20 at 


Worcester 
Hampivce, ALFRED, Donatos, Worcester, Butcher June 
2iat12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birming- 


ham 
Haysr, Anruvun, Sandieheath, nr Alderholt, Dorset, Insur- 
ance Agent June 21 at 2.30 Off Ree, City chmbrs, 
Catherine st, SalisIury 
Hencues, Joseru eeaaeen, Worcester, Builder June 22 
atll 45, st, Worcester 
Hoveozs, GRorce JAMES, Ross, Hereford, Coal Merchant 
June 20 at 3.15 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Inauis, Fraxcis Craw: FURD, Chosholma wt rd, onie Newington 
June 20atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Jzyxxixs, James, Goldhawk rd, eager s Bush, Iron- 
r June 20at12 Bankru bidgs, , Carey st 
Jouxson, Wattex, Knaresborough, Motor Engineer June 
3 ~4 2.30 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 
or! 
Lipstong, Ricuarp Tuomas, Queen’s cres, Haverstock Hill, 
Draper June 21 at 2.20 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Lonspa.z, Feepenicx Keirn, Southsea, its, Dramatic 
Author June 2lat3 Off Rec, Onatbridge june, High 


st, Portemouth 

Morsgis, Wautee i Saeee, oe mete Salop, Innkeeper June 
20 at 2.30 flices, Madeley 

a Sm unis Boston Ge Grocer June 20 at 12 Off 


Owens, erat, Brithdir, . Grocer June 20at12 133) | 
High st, Merthyr | 
Papmorg, SAMUEL, Hovton’s Wood, nr Wellington, ome 
Madeley June 20 at 11.15 * County Court O | 


Pearce, a and Avcustus Hersert, Weymouth, | 
Senongnee June 20 at 2,30 Crown Hotel, Wey- | 
mout 
Pearson, Lours Tom, Halifax, Refreshment House Keeper | 
June 2% at12 Of Rec, Townhall abe, Halifax 
Prosser, CHARLES ALBERT WILLOUGHBY Merthyr Tydfil, 
Tradl Bailiff June 21 at 12 135, High st, Merthyr | 
mae Lzonarp JosEePH, otinghem. Auctioneer June 20 | 
at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle k st, Nottingham 
Ricuasps, Davip Danie, wansea, Accountant June 20 | 
at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Surpparp, Witi1am, Romford, Essex June 21 at 12 lf, 


ee er Cuiara, Bradford June 20 at3 Off Rec, 

29, Tyrrel st, Bradt ord 

SHUTTLEWORTH, Samuet, Skipton, Yorks, Weavin; 

looker June 21 at3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel et, .B 

Srepiz, Apoten Josera, Cardiff, Photographer [= 23 | 

atil Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Carditf i 
| 
| 


LOne- | 


Sotomons, Lewis, Green lanes, Commercial Traveller June | 

21 at i Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Srzap, Grorce Hersert, Bradford, Bookkeeper June 20 

at 3.30 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Steven, Percy A.sert, George Henry Steven, and | 

Gustave Wiiuiam Steven, Hockley, Birmingham, | 

Jewellers June 21 at 11 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Cor- 

poration st, Birmingham 

Taytor, WILLIAM WALLACE, and Soares Penrose, Rugby, | 

ailors June 20 at 12 High st, Coventry 

Unperwoop, Kars, Liphook, Hants, _~~ June 21 at 4 | 

Off Rec, Cambridge june, High st, Portsmouth |. 

Watt, Artuur James, Frome, Somerset, Mineral Water 

Manufacturer June 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin 

st, Bristol 

Waeater, Artour Witt1Am, Boston, Lincs, Wholesale 

cnecmamgad June 20 at 2.30 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, 
oston 

Woo enserG, Samvet, Hackney, Boot Manufacturer June 

25at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Woorron, James Josgru, Derby June 20 at 11 Off Rec, 


47, Full st, Derb 
. ADJUDICATION. 
Arkixson, Antour Heasert, Kingston upon Hull, Builder 


Kingston upon Hull Pet May18 Ord June 8 

oe, Mary Ans, Leeds Leeds Pet April 27 Ord 

une 8 

Bo.toy, Joun Roperts, Newcastle on Tyne, Warehouse- 

man Newcastleon Tyne Pet May 19 Ord June8 

Bower, Joun James, Sheffield, icensed Victualler 
Sheffield Pet June7 Ord June 7 

Bucuan, Grorcz, Leeds, Commercial Traveller Leeds 
Pet May 18 Ord June 8 

Cuersuirez, Josera, Nantwich, Carriage Proprietor Nant- 
wich Pet May 21 Ord June 8 

Crayton, CHARLES Freperick, Barnsley, Baker Barnsley 
Pet June8 Ord June 8 

Cotz, Henry, Evesham, Worcester, Seedsman Worcester 

. Pet June 7 graces! fen .- 

ANBY, Joun, Gt Driffi + Yaeain in, m upon 

Hull Pet June9 Ord June ioe 

Evans, WILu1Am, serpent, a Collier Pontypridd 
Pet June 7 Ord June 7 

Gamsuinc, Ropert, Chichester, Sussex, Saddler Brighton 
Pet June7 Ord June7 | 

Graves, Hespert, Colwall, Hereford, Grocer Worcester | 
Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Hamepipee, A.trrep, Bournbrook, te acre Butcher | 
Birmingham Pet May 10 Ord Jun 

Hamitton, Joun, Kin Ls ae, Tailor High Court | 
Pet May 21 Ord 

Harazis, Ricnarp enn Seven Sisters rd, Pianoforte | 
Maker High Court Pet June9 Ord June 9 

Hencuer, Joseru Breepvon, Worcester, Builder Worcester | | 
Pet June8 Ord June8 





Chelmsford Pet June7 Ord June7 
Jounson, WATER, Knaresborough, Motor Engineer York 
Pet June8 Ord June8 


Nei, Joux Farepericx, Pembroke, Tossed, FEL Victuslle 


” | Sumprarp, Witu1am, Romford, ise 


embroke Dock Pet June7 Ord June 7 
Puce Louis Tour, Aalifax, a rca House Keeper 


lifax Pet June7 Ord June 
Chelmsford Pet 
June 6 Ord June 6 


SautTrteworts, Samvur., Skipton, Yorks, Westteg Over 
looker Bradford Pet June8 Ord June 

Stanton, Tuomas, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby” Pet June 9 

8 adams oH Bradford, Bookk B 

TEAD, Georce HERBERT, lord, Bookkee radford 

Pet June7 Ord June 7 sisi 

Srepuenson, Amevia Exizasetu, Birmingham, Butte 
Dealer Birmingham Pet May 26 Ord June8 


| Grorcs Sypyey, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Po 


y17 Ord June9 
| Taytor, Richarp ARTHUR, ae, Advertising Agent 
Leicester Pet June7 Ord June7 


ord row | TayLor, WitLIam WALLACE, and THomas Pewnnosz, Rugby, 


Tailors Coventry Pet June7 Ord June7 


| a Wim James, Cardiff, Herbalist Cardiff Pe 


y5 Ord June6é 
Unperwoop, Karr, Newtown, ea Hants, Draper 
Portsmouth Pet June7 Ord June7 
Vienne, Frank Epwarp, Handsworth, Staffs, Werkonme 
man Birmingham Pet June 2 Ord June 8 
Waeater, ArTLUB Witiiam, Boston, Lincs, Wholesale 
Stationer Boston Pet June7 Ord June7 


| Warraker, Curtstopxer Epwaxrp, Saltburn by the Sea 


Stockton on Tees Pet June7 Ord June7 

Wuits, Joun, Eastbourne, Builder Eastbourne Pet May 
4 Ord Juse7 

Wuirzt, Wuuam “Francis, Worcester, Auctioneer 
Worcester Pet May 12 Ord June 9 


| Woorron, James Joszeru, Derby Derby Pet June? Ord 


June 7 








EGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSUR- 
ANCE OFFICE, 
10, Fleet-street, London, E.C., 
1ith June, 1906, 
The Proprietors of this Society are requested to fake 
notice that the Dividend for the current year will be payable 
on Monday, the 2nd day of July next. Warrants for such 
Dividend at the rate of 15s. 6d. per Share, free of income 
tax, will be forwarded by og on Saturday, the 30th inst, 
The Transfer Books of the Society will be Closed from 
ietuulion, the 16th inst., to Saturday, the 30th inst., both 
days in usive. 
By order of * Board, 
E. COLQUHOUN, 
Actuary and Secretary. 


ITY AND COUNTY OF THE CITY 
OF NOTTINGHAM (to wit). — Notice is Hereby 
Given, that the GzneraL Quarter Sxssions of the Peace 
for the City and bee Gs the City of Nottingham, will be 
eld on Friday, the 29th day of June, 1906, at the Guildhall, 
Destenateen in the said City, at 10.30 o clock in the fore- 
noon, when and where all persons bound by recognizanees 
to appear, or who have any business to transact, at the said 
Sessions, are required to attend. 
Instructions for indictments are to be given to the Clerk 
of the Peace not later than the Friday preceding. 
AMUEL G. JOHNSON, 
Clerk of the Peace, 





Office of the Clerk of the Peace, 
Guildhall, Nottingham. 


THE LONDON SCHOOL OF LAW. 


UITION for BAR, SOLICITORS’, UNI- 
VERSITY, and other LAW EXAMINATIONS, 
RALLY (class or individual) or by CORRESPONDENCE. 
For particulars of Classes and f er information apply 
to the SzcrerTakry, 1, Old Serjeants’-inn, 
OrAW CLERKS’ 'CERTIFICATE.—Attention is called 
to the New Scheme for Instruction, Examination, and Cer- 





Howe.., Joun Wii11am, Grays, Essex, Commercial Clerk | tiftcation of Unarticled Law Clerks, Prospectus, giving full 


particulars, can be obtained on application to the Secretary. 
x. B. —The Be School provides Tuition for the Matric 
Solicitors’ and University Preliminary Examinations. 





NOW READY. 


THE JOURNAL OF COMPARATIVE LECISLATION. 


PUBLISHED UNDER THE DIRECTION OF THE SOCIETY OF COMPARATIVE LEGISLATION. 





NEW SERIES. No, 15. 


Price 5s. 





— 
7 


Council and Executive Committee of the | 
Society. 


- David Josiah Brewer: Portrait and Bio-| 
graphical Notice. By R. Newron Cran, Esq. 


. Imperial Conference — * Council? By Sir | 
Tuomas Rarzica, K.C. D.C.L, 


4. ‘Corps de Droit eas 
Witsoy, Bart. 


5. The Passport System. By N. W. Sistey, Esq. 
6. Roman-Dutch Law, By Frepenic Macuanness, 
Esq., M.P. 


iS] 


wo 


By Sir Ro.axp 





| 


OONTENTS: 


7. Divoree and “Public Order” in Italy. By 
Signor Torquato C, Giannini. 
8. Law and Taxation in Northern Nigeria. By 
Apert Gray, Esq., ‘K.C. 
9. Review of Legislation, 1904: 
I. ~intreéustion. By Sir Counrenay I:pent, 
K.C 


EP cs ‘Legislation. 

Ill.—British Empire. 

1V.—Index to Legislation. 
| 40. Notes. 


JOHN MURRAY, ALBEMARLE STREET, W. 
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